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PREFACE 


On 23 and 24 October 1982, the International Association of 
Democratic Lawyers held an international conference in Brussels 
under the title of “The events in Lebanon, the conditions of their 
occurrence, and their consequences in the light of international law”’. 
Those who attended decided that there should be set up a Standing 
Committee of Lawyers on Palestine and Peace in the Middle East and 
that arrangements should be made to publish the present work, which 
Professor Monique Chemillier-Gendreau, of Reims University, kindly 
agreed to edit. 


Since the Israeli aggression of June 1982, with its attendant 
atrocities, committed by the invaders and their allies, the indignation of 
international opinion has found its expression both in United Nations 
resolutions and through the creation of a number of commissions of 
inquiry into the crimes committed against the Palestinian and 
Lebanese combatants and civilians. 


The gravity of the facts as revealed at the same time by courageous 
Israeli journalists led to the setting-up of an official commission in 
Israel itself. Its report, published in February 1983, was designed to 
permit the establishment of the joint liability for the Sabra and Shatila 
massacres. The partial conclusions it presents have been widely 
publicized and clearly bring out the guilt of high-ranking Israeli 
political and military leaders. That these persons should nevertheless 
continue to enjoy impunity is proof enough that the present Israeli 
government is not a democratic one. 


The massacres at Sabra and Shatila were a specially sanguinary 
episode in a whole series of tragic events which had begun earlier and 
are still going on at this very moment, and which are flagrant breaches 
of elementary international norms. 


The purpose of the present work is thus to place the 1982 Lebanese 
war in its true context, which is that of Israeli refusal to recognize the 
right of the Palestinian people to existence, self-determination and a 
state. In this context the motivations of the crimes committed before, 
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during and since the Israeli aggression of 1982 become clear and the 
crimes themselves find their explanation. 


The reports presented are the work of lawyers. They are studies of 
the tragedy of the Palestinian and Lebanese peoples in the light of 
international law. The barefaced violation of international norms 
involves the liability of the Israeli authorities and emphasizes the 
existence of international connivances, essentially that of the United 
States, which has provided them with the means of action and ensured 
their impunity. 


The present work is intended for all those who remain attached to 
respect for human rights and the rights of peoples. 


24 February 1983 


Joé Nordmann 
President of the International 
Association of Democratic Lawyers 


FINAL DECLARATION OF THE CONFERENCE HELD IN 
BRUSSELS ON 23 AND 24 OCTOBER 1982 
BY THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
DEMOCRATIC LAWYERS UNDER THE TITLE 
THE EVENTS IN LEBANON, THE CONDITIONS OF THEIR 
OCCURRENCE, AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES IN THE 
LIGHT OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 


The participants attending the Conference on the Events in Leba- 
non, the Conditions of their Occurrence, and their Consequences in the 
Light of International Law, held in Brussels on 23 and 24 October 1982, 
Considering that the Israeli government launched at the beginning of 
June 1982, and subsequently pursued on an increasingly ambitious 
scale, an invasion designed to secure the political and physical 
elimination of the Palestinian people which has now resulted in the 
partial occupation of the independent and sovereign state of Lebanon; 
Considering that the Israeli government, in perpetrating acts which 
had been reported by innumerable observers even before their exist- 
ence was confirmed by the eye-witness reports submitted to this 
Conference, has been guilty of aggression and of breaches of the internal 
and international sovereignty of Lebanon under the provisions of the 
United Nations Charter and of the United Nations General Assembly 
resolution of 14 December 1974; 

Wishing it to be recalled in this connection that the claim to a so-called 
right of self-defence or of self-protection has no justification either in 
fact or in law, since prior to invading Lebanon Israel had been the object 
of no aggression within the meaning of Article 51 of the Charter; 

Considering that the circumstances of the Israeli invasion and occu- 
pation are such as to involve wholesale and systematic violations of 
humanitarian law and to make of the Israeli government an accessary 
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to, and in some cases the actual author of, war crimes and crimes 
against humanity which are not covered by the Statute of Limitations, 
the intended victims of which are the Palestinian and Lebanese 
peoples; 

And whereas all the laws and customs of war are applicable to the 
Israeli invasion as regards the relations both between Israel and 
Lebanon and Israel and the Palestinians, and whereas it should 
therefore be duly observed that throughout the invasion of Lebanon 
Israel has been violating the laws and customs of war: 

a. Inrespect of the methods of warfare adopted, by virtue of its choice 
of targets, since notwithstanding the fact that it did not constitute a 
military objective the civilian population has been deliberately 
bombed; 

b. In respect of the means adopted, by virtue of its use of inhuman 
weapons and inhuman processes, since phosphorus, fragmentation and 
cluster bombs have been indiscriminately used and food supplies for 
the population have been blockaded; 

c. In respect of the treatment of persons in Israeli hands, since there 
has been refusal to grant prisoner-of-war status to captured 
Palestinians and Lebanese and since the inhuman treatment they have 
therefore suffered in the concentration camps, in particular the one at 
Ansar, is a violation of that status; 

d. In respect of the treatment afforded the Lebanese and Palestinian 
civilians in the occupied territories, typical of which have been the 
massacres, arbitrary arrests, deportations to Israel, torture, and the 
looting of the economic and cultural heritage of the Palestinian and 
Lebanese peoples, in particular the Centre for Palestinian Research 
and the Lebanese libraries. 


Considering that the aforesaid violations of international law are the 
liability of the Israeli government which is thus under the obligation to 
make restitution or pay reparations to the Palestinian and Lebanese 
peoples; 

Considering that this process forms an integral part of a continuous 
policy of denial of the legitimate and indefeasible rights of the 
Palestinian people to a sovereign and independent state on its territory 
under the leadership of the PLO; 

Considering that such acts are largely the outcome of the process 
initiated by the Camp David Accords, under which the Israeli 
government has been pursuing a policy of separate settlements with a 
view to creating the greatest possible dissension among its neigh- 
bours; 

Considering that in attempting to conclude a separate bilateral treaty 
the Israeli government appears to have envisaged making a protect- 
orate of Lebanon for its own ends or even actually annexing Southern 
Lebanon; 

Considering that since the PLO, as the sole legitimate representative of 
the Palestinian people, is the main obstacle to the implementation of 
such a project, its elimination was the fundamental objective of the 
invasion of Lebanon; 

Considering that, whatever value may be attached to the agreement 
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secured by President Reagan’s special representative Philip Habib, 
under which Israel undertook not to enter West Beirut, the violation of 
that agreement has emphasized the contempt of the Israeli 
government for all and any international commitments and 
particularly for its own pledges regarding the Palestinian civilians 
without which the said agreement could not have been accepted by the 
PLO; 

Considering that without the financial, economic and military 
assistance of the United States and without its political support and the 
impunity this affords it within the United Nations, Israel would have 
been unable to perpetrate and would be unable to pursue its aggression 
against the Palestinian people in the occupied territories and its more 
recent aggression against Lebanon; 

Observing that, with the sole exception of the United States, which are 
availing themselves abusively of their right of veto on the Security 
Council and blackmailing the General Assembly into withholding 
sanctions against Israel, all states have, since the outset in June 1982, 
clearly condemned the conduct of the Israeli government as contrary to 
international law and to the United Nations Charter; 

Deeply regretting that the said states should have failed to take the 
appropriate steps to halt the Israeli aggression; 

Wishing it to be recalled that peace in the Middle East must necessarily 
be based on priority acknowledgement of the right of all peoples in the 
region, including the Palestinian people, to live within a state and 
within stable and recognized frontiers; 

Emphasize that this prerequisite involves: 

a. Immediate Israeli withdrawal from Lebanese territory and from 
all territories occupied since 1967; 

b. The adoption of measures capable of safeguarding the Palestinian 
people’s exercise of its right to self-determination within its own 
territory; 

c. Measures capable of ensuring that the Lebanese people and Leban- 
ese state enjoy full sovereignty and territorial integrity under 
conditions of national unity, respect for the democratic freedoms and 
national reconciliation; 

Wishing to pay tribute to the Palestinian and Lebanese peoples fighting 
to defend their cause; 

Fully endorsing and supporting the initiatives of the Israeli peace 
forces; 

Wishing to honour the memory of the victims of the massacres at 
Shatila, Sabra and elsewhere and expressing their profound sympathy 
with the Lebanese and Palestinian populations, whose appalling 
sufferings have been dramatically illustrated by the eye-witness 
reports received and are in any event the liability of the Israeli state; 
SUGGEST that, with a view to keeping international opinion 
efficiently informed, permanent commissions of inquiry of different 
types be set up under the auspices of as many states and organizations 
as possible in order to examine, follow up, and if necessary denounce 
all apparent breaches of international law, of the United Nations 
Charter and of human rights committed by, and under the authority of, 
the Israeli government; 

DECIDE, as a part of such an initiative, to set up without further delay 
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an international standing committee of lawyers on Palestine and peace in 
the Middle East whose task will be to study and to continue to observe 
the conduct of Israel in the light of international law in general and 
more particularly in the light of the United Nations resolutions, the 
International Human Rights Covenants and the Geneva Conventions, 
clearly reveal any violations of these instruments, with the liabilities 
and connivances involved, draw attention to the existent possibilities 
afforded by international law of bringing to account those shown to be 
responsible through the enforcement both by individual states and by 
international authorities of sanctions and obligations to make 
reparation, and circulate its findings to governments and to 
international public opinion; 

WISH TO EMPHASIZE, in view of the gravity of the challenge to 
international institutions and international law andthe doubtthus cast 
on their credibility, the vital importance of international public 
opinion as the ultimate guardian of law. 


MESSAGE FROM YASSER ARAFAT, 
CHAIRMAN OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF 
THE PLO, 

TO THE BRUSSELS CONFERENCE 


Dear brothers and friends, Mr. President, Mr.Secretary- 
General,and delegates to this symposium held in Brussels on 23 and 
24 October 1983: 


In the name of the Palestinian people and of the PLO, its sole and 
legitimate representative, I would like to express my gratitute to you 
for the role played by the I.A.D.L. in reasserting the right of the Palestinian 
people to repatriation, self-determination and the establishment of its 
independent state on its own territory. 


Last June, the Palestinian and Lebanese people were invaded by the 
forces of evil. This invasion razed to the ground four Palestinian 
refugee camps and thirty Lebanese villages and severely damaged 
three cities in South Lebanon alone. 


Lebanese and Palestinian victims killed or injured number about 
72,000. The invasion reached its climax with the massacres at Sabra and 
Shatila. This massacre took place in cold blood, after the Palestinian 
commandos had left Beirut and after the guarantees given by the U.S.A. 
to the PLO through the Lebanese government - guarantees of the safety 
of the Palestinian people and of the security of the Palestinian camps in 
Beirut and its suburbs. The entire world has condemned this act of 
genocide perpetrated by the Zionists against the Palestinian people; 
but in fact genocide has always been asystematic part of Zionist policy, 
from the massacre of Deir Yassin to these massacres of Sabra and 
Shatila. 
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Israel, which was established by force and has continued by force 
up to now, has always denied the right of the Palestinian people, not only 
to repatriation and self-determination but even to existence. All the acts 
and deeds of Israel since 1948 and until now have been inspired and 
defended by the U.S.A., which is the leader of world imperialism. 


Israel is the iron hand ofthe U.S.A. in the Middle Eastin the attempt 
to bring back that area into the US sphere of influence, exploiting its 
peoples and their resources, endangering world peace and security and 
bringing the whole world to the brink of war. 


I wish your conference every success in its work and 1am sure you 
will stand firm against all acts of terror, Nazism, racism, aggression, 
expansion, invasion and occupation. This has been your message and it 
will continue to be so. 


Lastly, I would like to assure you that our people will continue its 
struggle by every means until it achieves the right guaranteed to us by 
the United Nations Charter, its resolutions and the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. 
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PART I 


The legal issues 


CHAPTER I 


THE RIGHTS OF THE PEOPLES CONCERNED 


THE RIGHT OF THE PALESTINIAN PEOPLE TO 
EXISTENCE, TO SELF-DETERMINATION AND TO A STATE 


Monique Chemillier-Gendreau, 
Professor of International Law at Reims University 


It is true that there are two peoples and that their problems assume 
forms that are different. Yet, especially during these last few months, 
their respective futures have become intermingled, albeit with an 
important and abiding distinction in that one is organized as a nation- 
state and the other is not. The question has its legal aspects, and we are 
here as lawyers to see what law has to Say in the matter: but we are here 
above all to see what we can get law to say about the situation. It also 
has its political aspects, which are closely bound up with its legal ones. 
We shall be dealing here mainly with the latter, and mainly as they 
affect the Palestinian people. 

On the subject of these legal aspects we must begin by saying a 
word about our method. We shall be basing our arguments on personal 
evidence. The object of the accounts of personal experience we have 
been given has been to remind us of the facts, or at least of the most 
recent facts belonging to the summer of 1982 - to remind us of them, 
since we already knew of them in outline, but still more to tell us exactly 
how things occurred. The lawyer’s method consists in starting with 
proved facts whose existence is certain, qualifying them with accuracy 
and then assigning a given status in law to the situation as thus 
identified. By this process the lawyer is able, for example, to conclude 
that a given demand is legitimate or otherwise from the point of view of 
international law, or that a given action involves liability on the part of 
its authors, or warrants the taking of a particular sanction. 
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It is true that the approach we are describing may appear 
singularly disappointing when we know as we all do how severely the 
machinery of law is jammed in an international society dominated by 
the present balance of forces, and we are all actively conscious of the 
cruel reality of the US position, which is that every possible means 
must be used - and the United States possess the requisite means for the 
purpose - to prevent any genuine procedure for sanctions against Israel 
from being adopted. However, the machinery of law is complex, and a 
seemingly ineffective legal approach may have ultimate effects which 
are most important. It is up to us militant lawyers to take the greatest 
care in establishing these great declamatory norms which are not 
implemented and remain without immediate effect, and to be tireless in 
repeating them and giving them the widest possible echo in the public 
opinion of our respective countries, for it is in this way that we may 
attempt in the long run to influence the balance of forces. 

Here we must add two further brief introductory remarks: 

Current events during these past four months have focussed 
attention very strongly on Lebanon, by reason of the fact that since June 
the new element has been a clear case of invasion of Lebanese territory, 
and they have also focussed attention on the aspects of humanitarian 
law applicable to armed conflicts coming within the ambit of 
international law. Nevertheless - and this is why we wished to open this 
symposium with an exploration of the question of the rights of peoples 
and above all of the Palestinian people - it is the denial of the rights of 
the Palestinian people which still remains the essential source of the 
whole Near Eastern problem. 

While we must therefore make this our starting point, we are not in 
so doing merely going to repeat things which are already very well 
known about the existence of those rigths and their effect in 
international law. We shall call all that to mind very cursorily before 
going on to emphasize some very specific and concrete aspects of the 
Palestinian people’s rights. 

We shall thus be dealing in full with the following five points: 

1) The right of peoples to self-determination is a principle of 
contemporary international positive law possessing maximum 
binding force. 

2) This principle is perfectly applicable to the situation of the 
Palestinians. 

3) As at present formulated in law, the right of peoples to 
self-determination is related in content to human rights. In its 
consummate form it signifies the right for a state freely to choose its 
own social and economic system. But it also signifies, in the interim 
period pending the possibility of its freedom of expression, such 
measures of temporary protection as the right to survival, the right for 
a people to preserve its identity in the event of military occupation, etc. 
4) The claiming of this right cannot possibly represent a threat to 
anyone and cannot be confused with an “aggression” 

5) The implementation of the said right is a task for the international 
community as a whole, to be achieved on the basis of general 
multilateral treaties binding on all signatory states. 
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1) The right of peoples to self-determination is a principle of 
contemporary international positive law possessing maximum 
binding force. 


We will pause here merely to recall this fact, but the point is an 
essential one, since it provides the whole basis of our argument. (1) 
The right of peoples to self-determination has the force of lawin all 
existent types of sources of law. 
a) It has the status of international treaty law under Article 1 §2 of the 
Charter, which is binding on all members of the United Nations, and 
under Article 1 §1 of both of the Human Rights Covenants, which runs: 

“All peoples have the right of self-determination. By virtue of that 
right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their 
economic, social and cultural development.” 

b) Ithas the status of customary law by reason of its constant repetition 
in the numerous UN General Assembly resolutions adopted by 
consensus or by a majority broad enough to represent the international 
community in general, notably Resolution 2625 of 1970 on Principles of 
International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. 
Such resolutions are declaratory of customary law. 

c) It has a yet higher status - the highest of all - owing to the fact that it 
is acknowledged by all authors to be one of the norms of general 
peremptory law or jus cogens (Art. 53 of the Vienna Convention on the 
Law of Treaties). 

To conclude this brief recapitulation, let us note - and it is a most 
important point, to which we shall be reverting - that the International 
Law Commission, in its current draft on the responsibility of states, has 
made a very important distinction between international crimes and 
international delicts. In paragraph 3 of Article 19 of the draft adopted it 
gives a definition of the State crime which is a blend of all the proposed 
wordings and which runs: 

“An internationally wrongful act which results from the breach by 
a State of an international obligation so essential for the protection of 
fundamental interests of the international community that its breach is 
recognized as a crime by that community as a whole constitues an 
international crime.” 

It then takes care to give a number of examples of international 
crimes and includes among them the violation of the right of peoples to 
self-determination. 

Now it is the task of the Commission to determine, for purposes of 
codification - for crystallization of customary law - exactly what 
elements are contained in each international custom. It thus gives its 
final form to each legal rule, starting out from the form it assumes in 
doctrine, case law, and the practice of States. The fact that it should cite 
as an example of an international crime the violation of the right of 
peoples to self-determination obviously means that there can be no 
further doubt that that right forms a part of positive law. 


1. We dealt at length with this point two years ago when examining the Camp David accords 
(See Part II.2 of the brochure published by the I.A.D.L. at that time). 
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2) The right of peoples to self-determination is applicable to the 
Situation of the Palestinians. 


This is another point with which we shall deal only briefly. There 
have been too many United Nations resolutions on the subject for us to 
cite them all; they are listed in detail in the study published by Mr. 
Cherif Bassioumi in December 1978 (2). For the right of self- 
determination to be applicable to any given group it must have been 
demonstrated that the said group genuinely represents a people, that it 
possesses or can possess a territory, and that there is a genuine bond 
between it and that territory. 

We will summarize here the findings of the very large amount of 
research conducted in the matter. That the Palestinians, historically and 
culturally, represent an authentic people has not been questioned by 
the body which is the most authoritative judge of the question, i.e. the 
United Nations. 

If we consult the most incisive analysis that has been made of the 
notion of a people, which is that of Charles Chaumont, the demon- 
stration is equally clear: in a study intitled “Le droit des peuples 
a témoigner d’eux-mémes” this author writes, 

“When a people takes to arms, it is not ina fit of criminal madness, 
but because the conviction has developed within it that life isnolonger 
worth living and that collective survival is more important than 
individual survival”. 

A subsequent passage runs: 

‘The death of individuals as,members of a people is the ultimate 
historical proof, since acceptance of the risk of dying is the most 
absolute test” (3). 

This absolute and ultimate proof has been amply provided by the 
Palestinian people, especially during the most recent period. 

The second prerequisite is the territorial one. We shall not go into 
great detail here either. The fact that its territory should be under 
military occupation does not invalidate the right of a people, and the 
bond between people and territory remains legally effective. Itcaninno 
case be torn asunder through forced movement of populations. Imme- 
diately after the failure of the partition plan, the United Nations, fully 
alive to this aspect, required that the Palestinians should enjoy the 
right of return to their homes, and Israel’s initial application for 
membership of the United Nations failed partly for that reason. When 
Israel was finally admitted in 1949, there had been a prior solemn 
declaration on the part of the Israeli representative to the effect that: 

“Only the United Nations as a whole are competent to decide on the 
future of this territory, and their decisions have therefore a binding 
force’’. 

Moreover, the resolution by which Israel was admitted to membership - 
which we should constantly bear in mind - contains the following 
words: 


2. Information Paper N® 22 published by the Association of Arab American University 
Graduates, The Palestinians’ Rights of Self-Determination and National Independence. 
3. Annuaire du Tiers Monde, 1976, p. 15 sqq. 
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“Noting...the declaration by the State of Israel that it unreservedly 
accepts the obligations of the United Nations Charter and undertakes to 
honour them from the day when it becomes .a Member of the United 
Nations...”’. 

The fact that Israel has never abided by the resolutions on the right 
of return, or by so many others, obviously has not put an end to the 
rights of the Palestinians as a people to the occupied territory, any 
more than these rights can be abolished by the presence of the Israeli 
settlements. 

What matters in actual fact is the bond between the people and the 
territory which should come under its government. The fact that the 
people should at present be split into three groups - the exiles, the 
persons living under the military occupation and those subjected to a 
régime of discrimination in Israel itself - and that the government 
claiming to represent it should, through force of circumstances, be in 
exile, in no way detracts from the reality of that bond. 

The Palestine Liberation Organization, which is the national 
liberation movement, is comparable to a government in exile with its 
state institutions, and as such acts as the people’s necessary vehicle for 
expression under the uncertain conditions of a popular liberation 
struggle. 

Once we have agreed that the right of peoples to self-determination 
exists aS a norm and is applicable to the Palestinian people, we can go 
on to examine a fundamental aspect of the events of the past few 
months. 


3) This aspect relates to the content of the said right in certain 
circumstances. 


It must first of all be recalled that in its content the right of self- 
determination is intimately bound up with human rights. The form is a 
little different, but what is expressed is the same thing, namely, thatthe 
State structure, or a State structure of a certain type, could fail to make 
provision for the aspirations of certain individuals or certain groups, 
and could even oppress them. Human rights thus include, in addition to 
a great many other more detailed and specific rights, the right of groups 
of human beings to enjoy acceptance of their aspiration to live as such. 

In the case of the Palestinians, the connection was recognized some 
years ago by the UN General Assembly and is made clear in 
Resolutions 2672 (XXV) of 1970 and above all in Resolution 
3092 B(XXVIII) of 1973. 

Expressed as “the right of a group to dispose of itself’, the right of 
each people is of course first of all a right to self-determination which, 
at the present stage in history, is the right to become a nation-state. The 
Palestinian people’s armed struggle is a clear expression of the claim 
to that right. The response of the Israeli State -in the negative -isevery 
bit as clear. The events described in the statements of personal 
experience have proved as much. We are not going here to re-open the 
discussion on the kind of “autonomy” proposed by the Camp David 
Accords, which was analysed by the I.A.D.L. two years ago and found to 
be quite incapable of leading to self-determination, in the first place 
because the people concerned was not consulted, and in the second 
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because it was offered no choice but was merely to have thrust on it an 
autonomy arbitrarily decided on by others. 

But the right of peoples also involves a certain number of rights 
known as individual human rights but which are the object of collective 
demands. The first of these is the right to life. For the Palestinians it 
would be more accurate to speak of the right to survival. Itis Article 6 of 
the Covenant on civil and political rights which provides: 

“Every human being has the inherent right to life. This right shall 
be protected by law. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his life.” 

Where there is a threat to the enjoyment of this right by the 
individual members of a group by reason of their membership of that 
group, this may signify genocide, which is defined as: 

“Criminal acts committed in time of peace or war with the intention 
of destroying, in whole or in part, anational, ethnic, racial or religious 
group as such.” (4) 

This definition for obvious reasons, raises and will always 
continue to raise tricky problems in practice. How can the existence of 
an intention be proved? What is the threshold beyond which it is to be 
considered that enough of the group has been destroyed for there to be 
genocide? We are not intending to go into this problem here and will 
confine ourselves to that of human rights. 

During the past few months so many Palestinians, and not only 
men but also women, children and old people, have been deprived of 
their lives, and the existence of so many others is now being threatened, 
that there can be no doubt that in both cases a fundamental breach of 
human rights and of the rights of peoples has been committed. 

It must further be recalled that the Geneva Conventions of 1949 on 
the humanitarian law applicable to armed conflicts, which Israel has 
signed, provide (4th Convention, Art. 47) for a certain number of 
measures which are implementations of the principle of respect forthe 
right of peoples: there is in the first place the prohibition on forced 
transfers of populations or deportations, and there are also such 
measures as non-interference with the language of the occupied 
population and with its right to health and education. 

All these various measures are designed with a view to respect for 
the identity of the occupied people, which must be preserved under the 
occupation in such a way as to be fully recoverable at any moment. Yet 
in the territories occupied by Israel up to June 1982 - the West Bank and 
Gaza, which have been occupied since 1967, and the Golan, occupied 
more recently - such respect for identity has been lacking: transfers of 
population have been on a huge scale, and the right to linguistic 
freedom, education, work and health are systematically violated (Seein 
this connection the reports of the I.A.D.L. missions sent out in 
November 1980 and May 1982). The same now applies to the Lebanese 
people too, for since June 1982 Lebanon in its turn has become a 
territory occupied by Israel. 

This accumulation of negations of human rights finally amounts to 
the concrete expression of a desire to eliminate or even exterminate the 


4. Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 9 December 
1948. 
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group concerned, and constitutes a series of violations of the right of 
peoples. This right is thus violated as much from the point of view ofits 
human rights content as from that of its self-determination content. 


4)The problem of the claiming back of these rights, which have been 
seen to be systematically violated by Israel. 


When not only is a people denied the right of self-determination but 
many of its members are denied their very right to life and the 
survivors are denied the right to their national identity, there arises the 
problem of the forms in which in practice the claim to these rights may 
be asserted and of the interpretation to be put on that claim in 
international law. 

When we come to look at the forms in which such a claim can be 
asserted we will easily see that there is not in reality much choice. By 
definition, a people which is claiming its right as a people to self- 
determination is itself deprived of that right: its territory is in the 
hands of another state, and hence its means of expression will be very 
much restricted and it may assert its claim only through violence and 
armed struggle. This problem has been perfectly grasped by the United 
Nations General Assembly, which has acknowledged the legitimacy of 
armed struggle for peoples under colonial or foreign domination. 

In 1960, the United Nations General Assembly drew the logical 
conclusions deriving from the right to decolonization when it adopted 
the programme of action contained in Resolution 2621, which reasserts 
“the inherent right of colonial peoples to struggle by all necessary 
means at their disposal against colonial Powers which suppress their 
aspiration for freedom and independence”. 

As we know, this resolution reversed the legal position. It is now 
the repression of the abovementioned aspiration which represents use 
of force in a manner contrary to the United Nations Charter, while the 
armed struggle has become the means by which the dependent peoples 
exercise their right to self-defence. 

Ten years later, in 1970, the United Nations General Assembly 
restated this principle with greater precision in Resolution 2625. This 
no longer deals specifically with colonial people (who, historically 
speaking, form a restricted category), but with all peoples subjected to 
alien domination and exploitation. It stipulates: 

“The use of force to deprive peoples of their national identity 
constitutes a violation of their inalienable rights and of the principle of 
non-intervention..... In their actions against, and resistance to, such 
forcible action in pursuit of the exercise of their right to self- 
determination, such peoples are entitled to seek and to receive support 
in accordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter”. 

These articles are perfectly applicable to the struggle of the 
Palestinian people, which is a people subjected to alien domination and 
deprived of its right of self-determination. 

The armed struggle is its one possibility of asserting its claim. 
Hence it cannot in itself be considered to constitute a threat to peace, or 
an act of aggression, but must on the contrary be considered as 
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legitimate self-defence (5). This plain and simple fact needs to be 
repeated to prevent the Isreali arguments from making headway and 
impressing an ill-informed public opinion. There is nothing self-defen- 
sive about the sinister “Peace for Galilee’ operation. In fact when 
interviewed by France-Soir last August Mr. Begin was unable to show 
that Israel] had been in a position of self-defence, and sheltered behind a 
notion not to be found anywhere in contemporary international law - 
that of preventive warfare (6). 

In reality Israel’s conduct towards the Palestinian people amounts 
to a perfectly clear case of aggression. Since 1968 this aggression has 
taken a military form, and since 1979 it has developed enormous 
intensity with the raiding and bombing of the Palestinian towns of 
South Lebanon, the scale of which has increased still further since 
1981. As has already been said, the massacres of civilians and the recent 
deporting of populations are clear evidence of a desire to exterminate. 
But this same aggressive ambition is reflected more diffusely and more 
subtly in the legislative and judicial machinery of repression instituted 
in Israel itself years ago. This is a machinery which violates a great 
many principles of international law and of respect for human rights. Itis 
not possible here to make a systematic analysis of Israeli legislation 
and case law, but we will take a few examples. Let us begin by quoting 
the recent regulations governing arrests in time of special emergency 
brought into force by the Ministry of Defence on 8 June 1982 and based 
on a law dating from 1948. 

Under these regulations any officer with the rank of brigadier or 
above may order the administrative internment for a maximum period 
of three months of persons who are neither citizens nor residents of 
Israel, provided there are reasons for claiming that their internment is 
necessary for the security of the State. 

We may also mention the amendments introduced into the Israeli 
armed forces code at the time of the events of 1973 to enable the Israeli 
courts to prosecute and sentence the foreign authors of offences 
planned or committed abroad “‘for the purpose or with the intention of 
harming Israel and Israeli security”’. 

Thus on 23 July 1973 the court martial at Lod declared itself 
qualified to judge ten Arabs suspected of belonging to a terrorist 
organization who had never entered Israel at all until they were 


5. See the report by M. Zourek published in the Yearbook of the International Law Institute, 
1975, in which this author, with particular reference to the Declaration adopted by the UN 
General Assembly under Resolution 2625, remarks that the said Declaration confirms the 
fact that resistance to the illicit use of force by a government seeking to perpetuate its 
domination of another people is to be regarded as the exercise of the right of self-defence by 
that people. 

6. Let us recall here that the notion of preventive self-defence does not exist, either, in 
international positive law. In the abovementioned report Zourek clearly shows that in 
contemporary international law the trend is all in favour of eliminating the notion of 
measures of self-protection from that of self-defence. Israel attempted to use the notion of 
preventive self-defence to justify the bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor; but its arguments 
in this case were unacceptable as in that of its general attitude towards the Palestinian 
people (See the article by G. Fischer entitled ‘‘Le bombardement par Israel d’un réacteur 
nucléaire irakien”, Annuaire Frangais de Droit International, 1981, p. 147 sqq.). 
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captured in 1972 during a raid over the Lebanese frontier and brought 
back by the Israeli forces. 

In this way, by means of preposterous measures unacceptable in 
international law, the Israeli legislative and jurisdictional system as 
a whole plays its part in the organized programme of aggression. 

The measures referred to here are not all recent ones, but form part 
of a long series of aggressive acts which began as long ago as 1948, after 
the Israeli refusal to recognize the rights of the Palestinian people, the 
first of them being the massacres of 1948 and 1949 and the expulsions of 
entire villages. Naturally, as always in the case of conflict between two 
groups, ideological warfare goes on side by side with the armed 
struggle; Israeli propaganda isolates actions which are part of the 
armed struggle from their context and contrives to present them as the 
root causes of the situation produced by the aggression. 

Here we may avail ourselves of the contents of the definition of 
aggression prepared by the International Law Commission and adop- 
ted by the United Nations General Assembly in 1974. There are two 
important points established in the course of the work on its prepara- 
tion which are especially relevant: these are the notions of antecedence 
and of proportionality. 

Antecedence is an important criterion for the diagnosis of cases of 
aggression; the first use of armed force by a state is a sufficient prima 
facie proof that it has committed an act which may be so qualified. In 
this instance the facts we have to deal with provide sufficient tangible 
evidence that Israel acted first by denying the Palestinian people its 
right to freedom and independence (Art.7 of the definition of 
aggression) and by committing the acts of violence which have 
continued uninterruptedly since 1948. 

The second criterion is proportionality. Naturally there is no 
question here of erasing the record of the armed actions of the 
Palestinian resistance movement; but they must be correctly qualified 
and quantitatively assessed. Qualifying them is an exacting task, and 
the problem has had the attention of the Special Committee on 
Terrorism set up by the United Nations General Assembly. The armed 
actions of a people engaged in a struggle cannot all be lumped together 
under the heading of terrorism. This is what Israel is trying to do, and 
the obvious outcome is that the people concerned is left with no means 
whatever of expressing itself. 

It must therefore be attempted to distinguish the armed actions 
whose authorship is officially acknowledged by the media of 
communication of a people engaged in a struggle - in this instance the 
Palestinian people in arms - and which are acts of resistance to its 
oppressors held to be legitimate by contemporary international law, 
from the acts of terrorism proper whose victims are mostly chosen at 
random in no one country more than another and whose authorship 
generally remains anonymous. 

We cannot in any case accept the Israeli practice of qualifying as 
terrorists all the fedayeen taken prisoner these last few months. 

The question of the quantitative assessment of these armed actions 
is another important one. We have no time here to make parallel lists of 
the armed operations of the Palestinian resistance movement over the 
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long years of its struggle and of the casualties caused by the raids, 
bombings, massacres and other outrages committed by the Israelis. 
However, we can have an idea of the disproportion between the figures 
for the casualties on either side if we study, for example, the appended 
chronological table of the events occurring during the past few years of 
the Israeli-Arab conflict. If a balance-sheet of so sinister a nature were 
drawn up, the enormous disproportion would clearly emerge. I will 
confine myself here to quoting from Maxime Rodinson’s article on the 
subject in Le Monde of 12 June 1982. He writes: 

‘While thousands of Arabs were dying in the Israeli air-raids, the 
Israeli Ambassador, Mr. Meir Rosenne, justified the operation, by 
proclaiming that the blood of a Jew was worth that of any Arab. In the 
immediate present the Arabs would be only too pleased to accept this 
simple equation”’. 

If any further proof were required, the disproportion in the size of 
the events would be quite enough to permit identification of the true 
aggressor. But to conclude what we have to say on the subject of the 
claiming of their rights by the Palestinian people and the need for such 
identification, we must add one further point. We have referred to the 
definition of aggression formulated and adopted by the United Nations 
in 1974 and so far not made applicable to any actual conflict. It is in 
reality perfectly applicable in the present instance (Article 1 reads: 
“Agpression is the use of armed force by a State against the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity or political independence of another 
State...”). And it may also be used to qualify relations between Israel 
and the Palestinian people, since it contains the words “or in any other 
manner inconsistent with the Charter of the United Nations” (Art. 1), 
while Art. 7 runs: 

“Nothing in this definition, and in particular Article 3, couldin any 
way prejudice the right to self-determination, freedom and 
independence, as derived from the Charter, of peoples forcibly deprived 
of that right, ... particularly peoples under colonial and racist régimes 
or other forms of alien domination ...”. 

This brings us to our fifth point. 


5) If the definition of aggression is ineffective notwithstanding its 
existence, what are the means for implementing the right of the 
Palestinian people to self-determination? 


If a right exists and its content is known, and if it is claimed in 
sufficiently clear terms, nothing should stand in the way of its 
implementation. Does the appropriate machinery exist? If it exists, 
why does it fail to function? The answer to these questions involves the 
bringing-in of a general idea which, though perfectly commonplace, is 
rarely given expression, and of an accurate listing of all the machinery 
to which the said idea can apply, The idea, which is too often slurred 
over, is that of mutual commitment; the machinery of international law, 
which is a law essentially based on consensus, consists in mutual 
agreement among states under general multilateral treaties, and such 
general treaties are binding on all states which are parties to them. 
Where one such state fails to abide by its obligations under atreaty, itis 


24 


in the interests of all the others to act, or in other words to demand that 
the machinery provided for under the treaty be brought into operation. 
This is not merely in their interest; it is their duty. Hence it is not to 
Israel that we should turn in the present instance. It is clear that Israel, 
in refusing the Palestinian people its right to self-determination, lays 
itself open to all the consequences of that refusal, andthatitis arefusal 
extremely deep-seated and apparently considered as final. Those to 
whom we must turn are all states which are bound to Israel by any sort 
of agreement containing areference toa mutual commitment to respect 
the right of peoples to self-determination. By reason of Israel’s attitude 
on this point, such states are freed from their commitments towards 
Israel and must draw the appropriate conclusions. 

What is the specific machinery we have in mind here? There is one 
piece of machinery which still belongs to the future but is extremely 
important for our subject, and others which are already a part of 
positive law. 

The one which belongs to the future is the International Law 
Commission’s draft on international crimes and delicts, to which 
reference was made earlier on. The idea of the I.L.C. lies in the 
distinction between the international crime and the international 
delict. An international delict is a wrongful act violating a treaty 
obligation but not calling for action on the part of the injured state. An 
international crime is a violation of international obligations whose 
fulfilment, by reason of their importance for the international 
community as a whole, is of interest to all states from a legal viewpoint. 
The need to prevent violations of such vital obligations as these would 
appear to justify both: 

a) The verdict of all states, including, in some circumstances, his or its 
own, that the individual or body responsible for the act is personally 
punishable, and 

b) The conferring of a special kind of responsibility on the state 
concerned. It will be of a special kind because it will concern the entire 
international community and should thus lead to a public action which 
could be brought by any member of the international community andno 
longer merely by the state which had suffered the prejudice. 

If this draft became a part of positive law it would represent an 
enormous progress. Our major obstacle, which consists in the fact that 
the people concerned here lacks the structures proper to statehood 
would be partially removed, and the actions perpetrated against it 
would be brought into the field of international law and could lead to 
action on the part of third-party states. All this, however, is machinery 
belonging to the future, since the draft is not yet completed, least of all 
the part of it dealing with the sanctions to be taken against such crimes. 
We may note, nevertheless, as a hopeful sign for the future, the fact that 
Art. 27 of the draft speaks of “the aid or assistance by a state to another 
state if it is established that it is rendered for the commission of an 
internationally wrongful act’. As an example the I.L.C. cites the 
supplying of arms, which could involve the joint liability of two states. 
Here again we see the use that could be made of sucha text in connection 
with events in Lebanon. 

How about the machinery which already exists? Unlike the I.L.C. 
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draft, it does not belong to international criminal law, but merely to 
treaty law. Some of it is elementary, but it genuinely exists. 
a) The Geneva Conventions of 1949 on humanitarian law, to which 
Israel is a party, provide for contractual machinery which may be used 
against any of the signatory parties in the event of non-fulfilment of the 
obligations prescribed. Article 147 and the subsequent articles of the 
4th Convention make provision for an inquiry and, should there fail to 
be agreement on the procedure for such inquiry, for the appointment of 
an umpire. 
b) The Convention of 9 December 1948 for the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide stipulatesin Arts. 8and9 that any 
contracting party may call upon the competent organs of the United 
Nations to take appropriate action, and that disputes between the 
contracting parties relating to the interpretation, application or 
fulfilment of the Convention, including disputes relating to the 
responsibility of a state for genocide, shall be submitted to the 
International Court of Justice. Israel is a contracting party to this 
Convention, which it signed on 17 August 1949 and ratified on 9 March 
1950. 
c) We shall not discuss the International Human Rights Covenants 
since, while Israel has signed both, it is not a party to the Optional 
Protocol, which provides for a procedure for laying cases before the 
Human Rights Committee. 
d) We must conclude, however, by very naturally referring to the 
Charter, which provides the contractual basis on which the 
contemporary international community rests, and which is a 
multilateral instrument, and by recalling Article 6, which runs: 

“A member of the United Nations which has persistently violated 
the Principles contained in the present Charter may be expelled from 
the Organization by the General Assembly upon the recommendation 


of the Security Council”. 
We recalled at the outset but must emphasize once again how none 


of these different pieces of machinery can be made to work if the 
necessary political will is lacking. The political will to influence the 
balance of forces is wanting at the present time and has been cruelly 
absent during the past few months. 

But let us remember that the balance of forces which finally does 
the law-making and leads to the enforcement of the law in practice is a 
complex affair in which all ideological forces play their part. The 
repetition of the abstract rule and of the manner in which it must apply 
to the situation as it concretely exists is one of the elements which affect the 
balance of forces. In the fight for decolonization, forexample, or forthe 
admission of the People’s Republic of China to the United Nations, legal 
arguments had a degree of influence. I do not feel it is Utopian to say 
this once again. 
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Il. THE RIGHT OF THE LEBANESE PEOPLE TO SOVEREIGNTY 
AND TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY: 
THE CASE OF SOUTH LEBANON. 


Albert Bourgi, 
lecturer at Paris VII University 


In an article which appeared in ’L’Orient/Le Jour” on 1 June 1944, 
Michel Chiha wrote: ’South Lebanon is insufficiently known and 
insufficiently loved. For a long time it has suffered from a sort of 
disfavour. Perhaps it was tired out after a glorious past and had of itself 
withdrawn from the world’’. And he added, prophetically enough: ’’Our 
’southward march’ daily appears to be amoreimportant and more vital 
task. It is up to us to undertake the populating that others were anxious 
to do... Lebanon has obligations towards the South... For the sake of 
Lebanon’s future, each of us should know this and remember it’’. 
Disastrously enough, not only for the south but for the whole of 
Lebanon, Michel Chiha’s appeal was not listened to. The central 
government, having failed to achieve the economic and social 
integration of the region into the rest of the country, has since shown a 
want of ability which has unquestionably stimulated the expansionist 
appetites of its neighbour further southwards. Indeed the Zionist 
movement has never concealed the fact that South Lebanon had its full 
place in its territorial programme. Events since the war of June 1967, 
and most of all since the aggression of June 1982, have been making it 
possible for the Jewish state to realize an ambition it has been nursing 
for a very long time. 


1.- The Israeli strategy: from interference in Lebanese affairs to 
creeping annexation. 


Relations between the Zionist Movement and Lebanon (and 
subsequently between Israel] and Lebanon) have been through four 
different phases. 


I. 1. How the annexationist scheme crystallized. 

On 3 February 1919, during the Peace Conference in Paris, the 
delegates from’ the Zionist Movement presented the Allies with a 
memorandum specifying among other things the ’’desirable”’ limits of 
the ’Jewish National Home’ in Palestine. To the north, they wished it to 
cover a large portion of Lebanese territory as subsequently defined 
under the Franco-British Convention of 23 December 1920. In fact the 
Zionist delegation to the Conference demanded that the northern 
frontier of Palestine should lie along a line drawn from Sayda to 
Karaoun. 

When they suggested this limit for the northern frontier of 
Palestine, the Zionist representatives were already fully aware of the 
economic potentialities of the River Litani. The leading member of the 
Movement, Chaim Weizmann, himself raised the problem in a letter to 
the British Prime Minister Lloyd George, in which he wrote: ’The 
economic future of Palestine is entirely dependent on the supplying of 
the water needed for irrigation and the production of electricity, which 
essentially comes from the slopes of Mount Hermon, the sources of the 
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Jordan, and the River Litani’’. Weizmann wenton to request that for this 
reason Great Britain shculd include the region concerned within 
Palestinian territory. As we know, the Zionist claim to the Litani was 
finally unsuccessful, largely because of French oposition; but this has 
not prevented the Israeli leaders from reverting to it several times 
since. During the first Israeli-Arab war Israeliencroached to an almost 
negligible degree on the territory of its northern neighbour by taking 
four villages, which were restored before the conclusion of the 
armistice agreement signed at Ras el Naqura on 23 March 1949; this 
provided for the setting-up of a joint commission and the establishment 
of six observation posts in Lebanese territory. It should be pointed out 
that during this first conflict Lebanon had only most grudgingly taken 
part in hostilities against Israel; the military engagements were 
deliberately restricted by both sides, asis quite clear from the size of the 
Lebanese losses for the entire war - about ten killed and twenty 
wounded. By 16 January, when the first talks were opened between 
Israeli and Lebanese negotiators at Ras el Naqura, the Zionist forces 
had already evacuated the four villages taken in Lebanese territory in 
October 1948. The armistice signed between the two states on 23 March 
1949 placed the demarcation line on the 1920 frontier between Lebanon 
and Palestine. It further provided for the creation of demilitarized zones 
on either side of the armistice line, within which no more than 1500 
soldiers might be stationed. (7) 

Though thus guaranteed by the Ras el Naqura armistice 
agreement, the territorial status quo was several times called in 
question in connection with schemes for more rational use of the waters 
of the Litani put forward by the Tel-Aviv government, which based its 
demands on the plea that Lebanon was using only very small amounts 
of these waters. Thus at the same time as the quarrel was developing 
between Israelis and Arabs over their respective shares in the use of the 
Jordan waters - a quarrel which was to give rise to the Johnston Plan of 
1953 - the Israelis were proposing the Cotton Plan, providing for the 
annual diverting for use by Israel of four hundred million cubic metres 
(14,126 million cubic feet) of water or 55% of the total discharge of the 
Litani. This scheme, naturally, did not materialize, but the Lebanese 
government made what was doubtless the mistake of not initiating 
works designed to permit intensive use of the waters for strictly 
national ends. Indeed if Lebanon had taken active steps to protect the 
waters of the Litani at that stage it would not today - as we shall be 
seeing later - have to fear possible faits accomplis on the part of Israel, 
which are the more likely in that country has had nocompunction about 
using the watercourses of the occupied territories in the interests of its 
own economy or of the Jewish settlements on the West Bank and in the 
Golan. 

By the middle of the 50s the destabilization of Lebanon had already 
become a prospect referred to as a possibility by the Israeli leaders. In 
his Diary Moshe Sharett, who at the time was Foreign Minister, draws 
attention to the attitude of Ben Gourion, who in February 1954 had 
alluded to the possibility that the Maronites might "proclaim a 


7. For the text of the armistice agreement see United Nations Security Council Official 
Records, 4th Year, Special Supplement No. 4. 
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Christian state in Lebanon’’, which was ’’the weakest link in the Arab 
League’. In a letter dated 27 February Ben Gourion pointed out that the 
creation of a’’Maronite State’ would mean that the Lebanese frontiers 
must be re-drawn. Dayan had gone further still: according to Sharett, in 
May 1954 he had sketched out a programme for manipulating Maronite 
opinion with a view to enabling Israel to advance its northern frontiers 
as far as the Litani: “It would merely be necessary to find one officer, 
who need be no more than amajor. We could win over his sympathies or 
else bribe him to proclaim himself the saviour of the Maronites. The 
Israeli army would then enter Lebanon, occupy the requisite territory 
and set up a Christian régime which would ally itself with Israel. The 
territories south of the Litani would be totally annexed by Israel and all 
would be for the best’’. (8). 

In 1956 and 1967 Lebanon held aloof from the Israeli-Arab conflicts. 
This was “deplored” by General Moshe Dayan, who, after the Six-Day 
War, declared that Tel-Aviv ought to have seized that opportunity of 
altering the northern frontiers. 


I. 2. The phase of interference (1968-1975). 


Israel was not long in exploiting another such opportunity, since, 
using Palestinian military activity in South Lebanon as its pretext, it 
started no later than the end of 1968 to bomb and shell a large number of 
places in the region most intensively, prior to bombing the Beirut 
international airport on 28 December 1968. The process of 
destabilizing Lebanon had begun. Israel exploited the Cairo agreement 
of November 1969 between Lebanon and the Palestinians, and the 
Jordanian organization “Black September” (which led to the creation of 
the infrastructures of the Palestinian resistance movementin Lebanon) 
to weaken the country and above all to deprive its government 
of all credibility. There was, first of all, the attack launched 
in September 1972, following which for two whole days Israel was to 
use Lebanese territory as a battlefield; and subsequently the raid 
during the night of 9-10 April 1973, during which the commandos from 
Tel-Aviv were able to operate with complete impunity in Beirut and 
Sayda, came as a Stinging blow which discredited the legitimate 
authorities and engendered a spiral of violence. The outcome, after the 
clashes between the Lebanese army and the Palestinians in May 1973, 
was the ’Two- Year War” which began at Ain el Remaneh in April 1975. 


I. 3. The phase of destabilization (1975-1978) 


During this first ’war within a war” Tel-Aviv, though it followed 
the various ins and outs very closely, did not take part in the conflict 
directly and yet did not, meanwhile, relax its pressure on South 
Lebanon (as is shown, for example, by the operations against the 
Palestinians in the region of Sour and Sayda in the course of the 
summer and in December 1975). In actual fact, by the end of the first 
quarter of 1976 Israel had no difficulty in keeping aloof, since the 
Syrians, after abandoning the Lebanese Left and its Palestinian allies, 
now turned their arms against the latter; this was all to the advantage of 


8. Extracts from Moshe Sharett’s Diary, quoted in Le Monde Diplomatique, September 
1982. 
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the right-wing Christian militias, who at the same time were enjoying 
substantial Israeli military aid (Indeed, if we are to believe the 
statements made in the Knesset by General Sharon in September 1982, 
Israeli aid included the sending of ’advisers”’ who were to distinguish 
themselves at the time of the massacres of August 1976, at Talel Zaatar 
and elsewhere). 

In reality Israel’s apparent passivity served as a cloak for its 
vigilance, and the Syrians were assigned a’”’red line” north of the Litani 
which they were warned not to overstep. 

After the conclusion of the Riyadh and Cairo agreements (October 
1976), which opened prospects for the ending of the war through an 
inter-Arab settlement, Israel proceeded to ’’destabilize”’’ the legal 
government in Lebanon, partly by increasing its aid to the Lebanese 
Front - which persisted in its attitude of dissidence until 1982, 
continuing to flout the authority of President Sarkis and his 
government - and partly by artificially contriving to secure Saad 
Haddad’s secession in the South. With the aim of totally ridding the 
latter region of all Palestinians, Israel then had the Christian militias 
launch a huge offensive against them, starting in October 1976 and 
continuing for over six months. Subsequently until March 1978 lulls 
alternated with renewed fighting of unheard-of violence; the 
explanation for these constant changes is to be found in the tortuous 
nature - to say the least - of the process by which it was attempted to 
settle the Near Eastern conflict within the framework of the Pax 
Americana. In Lebanon this meant what I. Goraieb has called ’’a push- 
button peace”’. 

South Lebanon thus served as a fixation abscess and also as it were 
as a sound box for testing the progress of a far wider conflict - the 
conflict between Israel and the Arab states and Palestinian resistance 
movement. In mid-September and early November 1977 combined land, 
sea and air attacks were launched by Israel against the principal 
centres in the South. But then there came a period of uncertain calm 
once the Rais of Egypt had made known his intention of coming over to 
Jerusalem for direct negotiations with Israel. This was ended in its turn 
in March 1978 by Israel’s first attempt to put an end by military means 
to Palestinian resistance in Lebanon. 


I. 4. The process of creeping annexation (1978-1982) 


March 1978, July 1981 and, of course, June 1982 are key dates ina 
period whose distinctive feature is the constant and specially brutal 
nature of the Israeli acts of aggression. 

a) March 1978: Using a bomb outrage as pretext, on the night of 14- 
15 August Israel invaded the whole of South Lebanon up to the River 
Litani, with the sole exception of a narrow ring of land round the town of 
Sour. Its aim was a triple one, namely: 

(i) To broaden the buffer zone created artificially in the south in 
October 1976. 

(ii) To debar the Palestinian resistance forces from the "battlefield”’. 
(iii) To use this precise pretext to deny that the Palestinian resistance 
movement possessed any representative character at the time of the 
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great diplomatic game preceding the signing of the Camp David 
accords (September 1978) and of the Washington treaty (March 1979). 

The Israeli occupation of South Lebanon, which was condemned by 
the international community as a whole, came to an end on 13 June 1978, 
after the Security Council had adopted Resolutions 425 and 426 (19 and 
20 March 1978). The former of these two reasserts the territorial 
integrity, sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon inside its 
internationally recognized frontiers and urges Israel to cease forthwith 
its military action against the territorial integrity of Lebanon and to 
withdraw its forces from the whole of Lebanese territory without delay. 
It further provides for the creation, as requested by the Lebanese 
government, of a United Nations Interim Force for South Lebanon 
(UNIFIL) whose task shall be supervise the withdrawal of the Israeli 
forces, re-establish international peace and security and help the 
Lebanese government ensure that its effective authority is restored in 
the region. Resolution 426 stipulates the precise nature of the task of 
UNIFIL. 

Thus, after beating about the bush, Israel finally agreed to 
withdraw its troops from Lebanon. It retained, nevertheless, anumber 
of strategic positions in Lebanese territory and, more important still, 
handed over a part of the territory it had evacuated to the militias of 
Saad Haddad: in 1979 the latter was to proclaim a’’free state” in the 170- 
mile frontier strip which was henceforward under his control. 

The perpetuation and consolidation, under the Israeli umbrella, of 
what was beginning to be called ’ Haddad Land” rendered the UNIFIL 
mission meaningless. The UN troops, whose numbers had initially 
been fixed at six thousand, with the task of controlling an area of 330 
square miles - i.e. the territory occupied by Israel in March 1978 - in 
actual fact abstained from entering Saad Haddad’s frontier strip. Thus 
these troops, which were powerless to reinstate the authority of the 
central government within this zone, and were possessed of very 
slender means, afforded the perfect symbol of the basic inefficacy ofthe 
peace-keeping system instituted through the United Nations. In reality 
- their authority openly flouted by Israel and the militias of Saad 
Haddad, who had no hesitation in making them their target on occasion 
- they essentially confined themselves to counting the blows on either 
side. 

b. July 1981: For three years Lebanon had been inexorably drifting 
towards disaster under the combined assaults of the Lebanese Front, of 
Saad Haddad’s militias in league with Israel and of Syria; the forces of 
the Front, united under the Falangist military leader Béchir Gemayel, 
were continuing to brandish the threat of an alternative solution for 
Lebanon in the form of a secession, while Israel had been ceaselessly 
bombing and shelling South Lebanon since 1980 and Syria had 
mercilessly bombed East Beirut in July and October 1978. In April 1978 
the Syrian retort to the Falangists’ attempt to seize control of the town 
of Zahlé had led to an escalation of violence which Tel-Aviv had 
brought stage by stage to aculminating point at the beginning of July: 
the intervention of the Israeli air force during the battle of Sannine had 
been followed in May by the missiles crisis and in June by the raid on 
the Tammuz nuclear reactor, and finally, on 10 and 17 July, Israeli air 
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raids on South Lebanon and Beirut killed or injured several hundred 
people. Indirect negotiations between the PLO and Israel were opened 
on the initiative of the United States; they produced the cease-fire of 24 
July 1981, which the Palestinians scrupulously observed until June 
1982, if we except two reprisal actions (on 21 April and 8 and 9 May 
1982), following Israeli raids on Lebanon. 

c) If there was thus something of a lull in the South, the same did 
not apply to the rest of Lebanon, and least of all to Beirut, where 
terrorism had reached an unprecedented level (involving, forexample, 
the assassination of the French ambassador, Mr. Delamarre, in Beirut 
in September 1981, a bomb attack on OLP premises in the Fakhani 
district in October 1981, and the destruction of the Iraqi embassy by the 
blast from a bomb in December 1981). This did not prevent the central 
government from indulging in impracticable projects, citing the 
outworn themes of ’’security’’, ’’national concord”, or ’’restoration of 
the authority of the State’. Israel thus found itself face to face with a 
Lebanese state in a process of utter decomposition and could moreover 
count on the disunity of the Arab world as illustrated by the Fez I 
summit meeting in 1981 and by the polarization resulting from the Iraq- 
Iran conflict, while it could feel sure of the apparently unfailing 
friendship of the United States; the latter had given their sanction tothe 
activism of the Tel-Aviv government not merely in Lebanon but 
throughout the region, condoning the annexation of the Golan in 
December 1981, the raid on the Tammuz reactor in Iraq in June 1981, and 
the acceleration of the Zionist programme of settlement combined with 
the stiffening of repression in the occupied territories. In June 1982 
Israel decided to deal the finishing blow. The invasion, ushered in by 
particularly lethal air raids on Beirut and South Lebanon on the two 
previous days, started on the 6th. Nearly a hundred thousand men were 
able to advance as far as Beirut, where for months they subjected the 
Lebanese and Palestinian populations to an absolute deluge of fire. 
"Operation Peace for Galilee’, as the aggression had cynically been 
named, was completed at the cost of thousands of casualties, fatal and 
otherwise, most of them civilian, of tens of thousands of homeless, and 
of a vast amount of material damage. It was a savage war and a war of 
atrocities, waged with weapons designed for the killing of civilians 
(shrapnel, fragmentation and phosphorus bombs) and involving 
massacres in cold blood of women, children and old people, at Sabra and 
Shatila and elsewhere. But it was not until the Lebanese Oradour’” on 
18 September and the shock it caused that Ronald Reagan, under 
pressure from a horrified and outraged world opinion, finally halted the 
activities of Begin, whom he was now calling ’’the Mad Bomber’’. 

For a month Israel attempted to disappear from the public eye, 
though all the while methodically pursuing both the tightening of its 
hold on South Lebanon (as we shall see further on) and the three initial 
objectives of the aggression, namely: 

a) The elimination of Palestinian resistance by military means, 
which, politically, would mean the exclusion of the Palestinians from 
any participation in a settlement of the Near East conflict. 

b) The imposing on the occupied territories of a status which would 
mean permanent occupation by Israel under cover of so-called 
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”’autonomy’”’. Begin and Sharon were fully counting on achieving this 
end by taking advantage of the utter dismay which would have seized 
hold of the population of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip on the 
disappearance of Palestinian resistance. 

c) Theestablishmentin Beirut of a strong pro-Western government 
allied with Israel in Beirut. 

It may be observed today that objectives a) and b) have clearly not 
been achieved and that with the disappearance of Béchir Gemayel and 
the accession to power of his brother Amine the achievement of 
objective c) has become more than doubtful. However, in view of the 
way Israel is manoeuvring in South Lebanon the outcome remains 
uncertain. 


II. The violations of Lebanese sovereignty and territorial integrity. 


The programme of aggression against Lebanon initiated by Israel 
in December 1968 with the raid on Beirut airport and culminating in 
Operation Peace for Galilee in June 1982 is very visibly the most blatant 
breach of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the country. 
Moreover such radical action on the part of Israel does not concern 
Israel alone, but also concerns the rest of the world, since Tel-Aviv has 
flouted the resolutions of the various United Nations bodies again and 
again on the spot has molested or even sometimes killed (9) members of 
UNIFIL, thus openly defying the international community as a whole. 

Of the various breaches of the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of Lebanon we will confine ourselves to dealing mainly with those 
which have affected the South, which is the region most.seriously 
exposed today to the consequences of the designs of Tel-Aviv. 


II. 1. Two possibilities: partition or the creation of an Israelisphere of 
influence in South Lebanon. 

On its arrival at the outskirts of Beirut last June Israel had the 
choice between two alternative strategies: it could either facilitate the 
accession to the Presidency of Béchir Gemayel in the hope that this 
could mean the prompt signature of a peace treaty between Lebanon 
and Israel, or else it could keep a trump card up its sleeve by 
strengthening, in the South, the zone controlled by Saad Haddad and his 
Israeli auxiliary troops. As early as7 June, three hours after it had been 
taken, Begin solemnly handed the Chateau de Beaufort over to the 
traitor colonel with the words ’’The Beaufort is yours, I make you a 
present of it’. During the weeks that followed ’Haddad Land” was 
extended to cover the whole of South Lebanon, thus opening the road to 
possible partition and to the creation, in any case, by Israel, of a buffer 
safety zone”’ where Israel was to rule supreme. 

At the beginning of September Haddad’s position in relation to his 
protector became stronger still, and at Israeli military ceremonies 
Sharon began to be seen very frequently accompanied by his puppet. 
The entry of Haddad into official circles coincided with the 
deterioration of relations between Israel and the elected President 
Béchir Gemayel, who was refusing to conclude an immediate peace 


9. On 6 June Norwegian UNIFIL troops tried to prevent the Israelis from forcing their 
way through, and one of their number paid with his life for their anxiety to see that 
international law was obeyed. 
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treaty with the Israeli government and was determined that Saad 
Haddad’s secessionist activity should be brought to a speedy end. 
Moreover, Béchir Gemayel had begun to make overtures to the 
Lebanese Muslims, to the ’’displeasure”’ of the Israelis (and of a section 
of the Kataeb or Falangists), for whom this meant the ending of their 
dreams of a Maronite-Falangist state which was to have served as a 
testing ground for a scheme involving the "’Balkanization” of the 
region on a denominational] basis (10). 

The disappearance of Béchir Gemayel and the Sabra and Shatila 
massacres produced effects which, paradoxically enough, were 
centripetal and not centrifugal, unlike those of the carnage at La 
Quarantaine, Damour and Tal el Zaatar, which in 1976 had led to the de 
facto partition of Lebanon. Instead, there came a sudden awakening of 
national feeling affecting all denominations alike and expressing itself 
both in the election of Amine Gemayel as a President with a mission of 
reconciliation and in the refusal to accept the Israeli occupation, which 
as a result now finds itself - like the Syrian occupation before it - in 
danger of sinking into a quagmire. 

Though now adopting a less rigid attitude - since the talk in Tel- 
Aviv is today only of ’’security arrangements” - Israel still firmly 
intends to retain indirect control of South Lebanon, placing it in the 
care of Saad Haddad and his militiamen, whereas it would be perfectly 
possible to hand over a task of the sort to UNIFIL, which is still there 
(seven thousand strong), needing only new instructions as to what its 
mission is supposed to consist in. 


II. 2. Forcible displacement of populations 


There are two possible ways of interpreting the massacre of the 
Palestinians in the Sabra and Shatila camps. The explanation most 
commonly accepted in the West, since it is the less embarrassing one 
for those government leaders who have unfailingly defended Israel for 
the benefit of public opinion, is that the carnage was a more or less 
spontaneous act committed in retaliation for the death of the elected 
President Béchir Gemayel by the partisans of the Kataeb whose leader 
he had been, with the connivance of certain of the Israeli military and 
political leaders. The other explanation is that, on the contrary, the 
massacres were a deliberate act of terror planned at highest level in 
Béchir Gemayel’s lifetime by the Falangist leaders and by certain 
senior officers in the Israeli army. The aim would in that case have been 
to stage a repetition in Lebanon of the events which had occurred on 9 
April 1948 in the Palestinian village of Deir Yassin, where two hundred 
and fifty-four villagers - men, women, old people and children - were 
assassinated in cold blood by the militiamen of the Irgun, whose chief 
was no other than Menahem Begin himself. 

Deir Yassin had spread terror among the Arabs of Palestine and led 
quite a number of them, during the first Israeli-Arab war, to abandon 
their lands and take to flight as the Israeli army advanced. It is thus 
supposed that the Sabra and Shatila massacres, twenty-four years 


10. A prospect described at some length by Oyed Yinon among others ("Une stratégie 
pour Israél dans les années 1980”, in the periodical Kivounim, published by the World 
Zionist Organization, Jerusalem, February 1982. 
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later, were permetrated in cold blood for the purpose of inciting the 
Palestinians to take to flight once again, abandoning Beirut and South 
Lebanon. This second interpretation is strongly upheld by a number of 
observers who cannot possibly be suspected of anti-Zionist prejudice. 
Thus - to give one single example - Zeer Schiff, the military 
correspondent of the Israeli newspaper Ha’aretz wrote. on 28 
September, that the aim of the operation had been tocreate’’panic, and a 
mass exodus of Palestinians to Syria’, by brutally making them realize 
that in Lebanon their safety was no longer guaranteed. 

It may in fact be noted that of the 115,000 refugees registered by 
UNRWA in South Lebanon before the Israeli invasion there now remain 
only about 63,000. Four of the camps which housed them have now been 
destroyed, and UNRWA is having the greatest difficulty in getting 
Israel to agree to their being accommodated elsewhere. On 2 August 
1982, Mr. Meridor, the Israeli Minister of Economic Affairs, who had 
been put in charge of the matter, stated that the refugees should be 
rehoused only after dispersion beyond a line lying twenty-five miles or 
so from the southern frontier of Lebanon. After the Sabra and Shatila 
massacres Israel agreed to the rehousing of refugees locally, but the 
arrangement would appear to be purely temporary, since UNRWA has 
been permitted to put up tents only and not permanent buildings. 

What is happening to the Palestinians of South Lebanon today 
should serve as a warning to the Lebanese communities which have so 
far been left more or less outside the mainstream of “construction of 
the nation” and of Lebanese political life. Here one naturally thinks of 
the Shiite community, and to a lesser degree of the Druses (Clashes are 
now occurring between Falangist militiamen and Druses for control of 
the Chouf). 


II. 3. The attempt to make an economic Satellite of South Lebanon and 
subsequently of the whole country. 


The Israeli leaders have often said that they believe in ’open”’ 
frontiers between the Jewish state and its neghbours. This demand - 
formulated by Israel with varying degrees of insistence - is frequently 
mentioned in official Israeli propaganda. The Lebanese frontiers have, 
like those of the territories occupied after June 1967, been ’’opened”’ with 
tanks - as a symbol of the desire of the Jewish state to become an 
integral part of the Arab world. Israel thus contrives to parade as the 
innocent party, claiming that notwithstanding its declared wish to live 
at peace with its neighbours the latter are pursuing their attempts to 
confine it within a ghetto. In the economic sphere Israel likewise puts 
forward the ’’open frontiers” principle, advocating the free movement 
of persons and goods. The systematic adoption of this principle in the 
occupied Arab territories has disorganized traditional trade channels 
and has already resulted in the practical economic subjugation of these 
territories to Israel, as is reflected - to take only these two examples - by 
the number of Palestinians from the occupied territories who now work 
in Israel and by the specialization affecting the economy of these 
territories, which now work essentially for the Israeli market. 

Tel-Aviv is today doing its best to institute similar relations with 
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South Lebanon - those of centre to periphery, or rather of mother 
country to colony. The system, which has been well enough oiled since 
the so-called ’’correct frontier’ policy was adopted in 1976, leading to 
the development of trade between Israel and the zone held by Saad 
Haddad, was introduced on a full scale immediately following the 
invasion of June 1982. The Israelis began by doing their best to ’’sell” 
the Lebanese their brand image, in the literal sense; their press was put 
into circulation in Beirut itself, the £1 Al airlines opened branches in 
Sour and Sayda, and the travel agencies of both countries began 
organizing tours of Israel for the Lebanese. A postal service to Israel 
was also put into operation in Sayda. At the beginning of August a 
deputation of Lebanese businessmen was welcomed to Israel to 
”’establish connections”. 

There was a further feature of the Israeli’’charm” operation, which 
was, to say the least, paradoxical: half way through August 1982 the 
Israeli press announced the formation of groups of Jewish volunteers 
whose task was to help reconstruct the towns and villages of South 
Lebanon. Their work was to consist in the rebuilding of the schools, 
hospitals and other educational or welfare institutions razed to the 
ground by Israeli bombs. The Israelis also opened a subscription for 
Lebanon under the patronage of Teddy Kollak, the mayor of Jerusalem, 
with a view to the financing of diverse projects. And in South Lebanon 
itself there is a special unit of the Israeli army whose task is to give 
assistance to the civilian population. 

Begin initiatives such as these - which we will be forgiven for 
finding particularly hypocritical, in view of the deluge of fire in which 
the Israelis submerged their northern neighbours - one may perceive 
the existence of a scheme on a more ambitious scale for the creation of 
economic faits accomplis. 

Israeli economic penetration is taking place without noisy 
publicity but is already having some very unpleasant repercussions 
for several economic sectors in South Lebanon. Sayda, the capital’ of 
the region, has been chosen by the Israelis as the hub of their activity, 
especially in the banking sphere. The branches opened in South Lebanon 
by the Israeli banks thus serve not merely to meet the requirements of 
the soldiers from the occupation forces, but also to finance commercial 
transactions between the two countries. During the very first weeks of 
the war, several Israeli firms were founded for the purpose of trading 
with Lebanon. Notwithstanding the refusal of the Lebanese exchange 
authorities to entertain relations with Israel, Israeli currency is legal 
tender in South Lebanon. Furthermore, Tel-Aviv has obliged the banks 
of Beirut and South Lebanon to waive the rule that customers’ accounts 
are confidential in the case of accounts held by Palestinian 
organizations. 

The Israelis are showing an unquestionable interest in the 
economy of South Lebanon, which, owing to the war, is suffering from a 
slump. Israelis planning to exploit the ’reconstruction” of the region - 
under the pretence of providing assistance” to the civilian population 
- as ameans of forging organic links with that economy. In this respect 
the appointment of the Israeli Minister of Economy and Finance, Mr. 
Meridor, as coordinator of aid to the population of South Lebanon is a 
significant step. 
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For obvious reasons, both Israelis and Lebanese are remaining 
discreet about the nature of their trade relations. Israel is primarily 
exporting building materials (especially cement) and agricultural 
products (fruit and vegetables) to South Lebanon. At the beginning of 
August 1982 the Israeli authorities announced that the total value of the 
Israeli products imported into Lebanon during the previous month had 
been $ 4,000,000. Later in the month the Israelis unilaterally announced 
that a frontier post was created at Metulla, where they opened a police 
check point and a customs office. At the same time the Israeli port of 
Haifa was declared open to Lebanese imports and exports (11). 

The presence of the Israelis in South Lebanon, which at the outset 
the population accepted more or less passively, is today openly called 
in question. Half way through October 1982 the Sayda Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry sent an open letter to the Lebanese government 
denouncing both ’’the invasion of South Lebanon by Israeli 
agricultural products” and the unfair competition (dumping in 
particular) practised by the Israelis. The Chamber of Commerce further 
drew the attention of the authorities to the unexpected repercussions of 
the enforcement by Lebanon of the rules governing the boycotting of 
Israel. The fact is that Lebanese businessmen who import Israeli 
products pay no taxes to the authorities, since their position is ilegal; 
those who collaborate with Israel thus have an advantage over those 
who observe the regulations. 

There are other signs of exasperation with Israeli practices on the 
part of the South Lebanese. The sector most severely threatened by 
Israeli expansionism is that of agriculture, which represents the 
activity of 80% of the population of the region. Thus for some weeks 
now Israeli olives have been invading the Lebanese market. They are 
sold in Beirut at prices which defy any local competition - 3 to 4 
Lebanese pounds per kilogram as against 10 pounds for Lebanese 
olives. As a result, the farmers of the Hasbaya region, who live on the 
proceeds of their olive harvests, are now being ruined. Naturally the 
depression overtaking agriculture is leading to a spectacular increase 
in unemployment among agricultural workers; their union declares 
that the rate has now reached 50% and that 70% of the agricultural lands 
are lying fallow. 

Apart from seeking to secure a foothold within the Lebanese 
market by practising dumping and other forms of unfair competition, 
Israel is impeding the activity of certain sectors of the economy by 
introducing restrictive regulations. Thus on 4 October 1982 the 
fishermen of Sayda went on strike to protest against the conditions 
under which the occupant was obliging them to carry on their work: 
they are now compelled to have working permits and in certain areas 
are allowed to fish by day only (while south of Sayda fishing is 
prohibited). 

Thus after only four months of occupation the full effects of the 
invasion were already being felt. Here again we find there has been a 
breach of the Lebanese people’s right to sovereignty: not only is there 


11. Cf. the article by F. Cornu in Le Monde,7 August 1982. 
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no trade agreement between Israel and Lebanon, but Lebanese law 
actually prohibits the entry of Israeli goods into its territory. 


III. The exploitation of the natural resources of South Lebanon. 


We will confine ourselves here to the single example already 
mentioned, that of the River Litani. 

Today there is again talk here and there (as e.g. in an article by T.S. 
Stauffer in Middle East International on 30 July 1982) of a possible 
scheme for diverting the course of the Litani for the benefit of Israel. If it 
were carried out it would provide for almost half Israel’s present 
consumption of water, since the Litani would supply eight hundred 
million, cubic metres per year out of a total of one thousand seven 
hundred millions. But since for technical reasons such a diversion of the 
course of the Litani would have to start at the Lake Karaoun dam, Israel 
would require the agreement of the Lebanese authorities, which itis not 
at all certain to obtain, before going through with the scheme, which 
would call for a most elaborate infrastructure of canals, aqueducts, 
tunnels, etc., and this could not be built unless there were Israeli control 
of the south-eastern portion of the country in one form or another. 

It must be added that such a scheme would be a very severe blow to 
the Lebanese economy, since the Lake Karaoun dam provides Lebanon 
with a third of its electricity and the waters of the Litani serve to irrigate 
a part of the Bekaa. By the beginning of October the Vice-President of the 
Lebanese National Assembly submitted a written question to the govern- 
ment in which he requested that the country be informed whether or not 
the rumour was true that “Israel had effectively begun operations for the 
purpose of diverting the waters from South Lebanon to its own territory”. 


CONCLUSION 


We began this essay by quoting Michel Chiha, and we will conclude 
with a second quotation from the same author which is every bit as 
prophetic as the first and which dates from 14 August 1951. ’The so- 
called National Home” (it runs) ’’is not, and cannot be, anything but a 
bridgehead and an entrenched camp... One day the West will bitterly 
regret what, with criminal unconcern, it is allowing to take place. The 
Israeli edifice rears itself like calamity incarnate at the gates of the 
East: it carries promises of terrible things to come within its womb”. 
Who could re-read this passage today without thinking of the 
apocalypse which the Lebanese and Palestinian peoples have just been 
living through? 
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CHAPTER II 


THE EVENTS OF 1982 IN LEBANON IN THE LIGHT OF 
THE LEGAL PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO 
ARMED CONFLICTS. 


Eric David, 
lecturer at the Faculty of Law of Brussels Free University. 
International Law Center of the Institute of Sociology. 


On June 3 1982, an attempt was made to assassinate the Israeli 
Ambassador in London. Though the act was immediately denounced 


and condemned by the PLO (1), Israel still used it as a pretext for bombing 
the Sabra and Shatila Palestinian refugee camps, killing somewhere 
between 60 and 200 people and injuring a further 270 or thereabouts, 
most of them civilians (2). PLO reprisal shelling in the direction of Galilee 
caused in all a few non-fatal casualties and the almost accidental death 
of one Israeli soldier (3). 

On 6 June, the Israeli forces (4) invaded Lebanon. They surrounded 
and partly or wholly destroyed several refugee camps, as well as the 
towns of Sour and Sayda. By 9 June they had reached Beirut and began 
to lay siege to the western portion of the town, where several thousand 
Palestinians had taken refuge. For over two months the town was 


1. Le Monde, 5 June 1982, p.36. The British representative on the Security Council was to 
confirm that the PLO had nothing to do with the assassination attempt by revealing thatone 
of the attackers had been in possession of a list of persons of note who were to be similarly 
murdered, and that one of these was the PLO representative in London (Le Monde, 8.6.82, p.8). 
Subsequently the Abu Midal Group, whose members were sworn enemies of Arafat and the 
PLO, claimed responsibility attempt which had been intended as a means of thwarting “the 
Americano-Saudo-Palestinian plans for imposing defeatist peace conditions on the Arab 
Subsequently the Abu Midal Group, whose members were sworn enemies of Arafat and the 
PLO, claimed responsibility for the outrage which had been intended as a means of 
thwarting “the Americano-Saudo-Palestinian plans for imposing defeatist peace condi- 
tions on the Arab nation” (Le Monde, 11.6.82, p.4 and 13-14.6.82, p.3). 

2. Le Monde, 6-7.6.82, p.5; 8.6.82, p.9 

3. Le Monde. 6-7.6.82. 0.5 and 29.6.82, p.3 

4. The numerical superiority of the Israeli army over the Palestinian forces is in the ratio of 
10 to 1 (Le Monde, 8.6.82, p.8) 
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subjected to intense and repeated bombings and to acomplete economic 
blockade. 

With the aid of the U.S. envoy Philip Habib, who acted as mediator, 
an agreement was ultimately reached under which Beirut was to be 
evacuated by the Palestinian combatants under the protection of an 
international peace-keeping force composed of French, Italian and U.S. 
troops. Between 21 August and 1 September 1982 11,500 Israeli 
combatants and 2,000 Syrian soldiers left the town. 

On 14 September the new Lebanese President, Bechir Gemayel, was 
assassinated. The next day Israeli troops entered West Beirut. On 16 
September members of the Christian militias carried out the most 
appalling massacres in the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps. The 
International peace-keeping force returned to Beirut on 23 September. 


In the present paper we shall do our best to determine whether the 
law of war as a whole is applicable to the whole of the Lebanese 
situation and, if so, whether it has been duly observed. 


I- EFFECTIVE APPLICABILITY OF THE LAWS AND CUSTOMS OF 
WAR TO THE ISRAELI INTERVENTION IN LEBANON 


There are several questions to be answered under this heading. Is 
the law of war applicable to the situation created by the Israeli 
intervention? More particularly, is it applicable not merely to the 
relations between Israel and Lebanon but also to relations between 
Israel and the Palestinians? If itis, what are the provisions of that law 
which are binding on the parties to the conflict? 


A. APPLICABILITY OF THE LAW OF WAR TO RELATIONS 
BETWEEN ISRAEL AND LEBANON 


It may appear strange that the applicability of the law of war to the 
situation in Lebanon should be the subject of the slightest doubt. 
However, doubt in the matter could arise out of the fact that Israel is 
claiming to be making war not on Lebanon but only on the “terrorists” 
to be found there. 

In a letter which reached the Security Council on 7 June, the Israeli 
government claimed that the “Peace for Galilee’ operation had been 
launched because of the intolerable situation created in Lebanon bythe 
presence of a large number of terrorists operating from that country, 
who were equiped with long-range weapons and were a threat to the life 
of the civilian population of Galilee (5). 

During the discussion at the Security Council on 8 and on 25 J une 
1982, the Israeli representative, Yehuda Blum, specifically stated 
several times over that his country had no territorial ambitions in 


5. UN Communiqué de presse, Revue de la Semaine, N° 23, 11.6.82, p.9 (translated from the 
French) 
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Lebanon, that it supported Lebanese sovereignty and that its action 
there was merely in exercise of its inherent right to self-defence. All it 
wanted was to see the security of the Israelis in the region ensured 
‘‘once and for all” (6). 

Meanwhile the Israeli foreign minister, Mr. Shamir, had stated: 

‘“‘We have never occupied Lebanon” (sic), “and we do not now 
envisage occupying Lebanese territory. What we want is to have a free 
and independent Lebanon whose land is not occupied by alien forces” 
(7). 

One might almost in fact be led to suppose that ““Peace for Galilee”’ 
was merely a police operation designed to help the Lebanese govern- 
ment combat the presence of foreign troops on its territory. 

We are most familiar with this type of argument. When it invaded 
Belgium and the Netherlands on 10 May 1940, Nazi Germany likewise 
claimed to be helping those countries preserve their neutrality against 
the threat from France and Great Britain. In fact, in order to preclude 
any misunderstanding the German government pointed out: 

“The German troops are not coming as enemies of the Belgian 
people and the Dutch people... Germany does not intend, by these 
measures, to commit a breach, either now or in the future, of the 
sovereignty of the Kingdom of Belgium or the Kingdom of the Nether- 
lands...”’ .(8) 

However this did not prevent a state of war from existing between 
the countries concerned, warranting the applicability of all the laws of 
war, and not the slightest doubt was ever expressed in the matter. The 
same is now true of the Israeli intervention in Lebanon, since: 

1. In law, the relations between the two states are governed by the 
armistice agreement of 23 March 1949 (9), and the various cease-fires 
ordered by the Security Council or negotiated under the aegis of the 
United Nations following individual incidents (10). But whereas an 
armistice agreement or cease-fire puts an end to actual fighting, it is 
traditionally admitted that it does not end the state of war (11). 

2. Even independently of this, an armed intervention of the type for 
which Israel has been responsible in Lebanon necessarily creates a 
state of war between the two states involved and brings into force the 
corresponding laws and regulations. Art. 2 of each of the four Geneva 
Conventions stipulates that these are applicable 

“To all cases of declared war or of any other armed conflict which 
may arise between two or more of the High Contracting Parties, even if 
the state of war is not recognized by one of them”. 


6. Ibidem, p.11; ibid., No 25, p.18 

7. Quoted in Le Monde, 15.6.82 

8. Memorandum from Von Ribbentrop to Viscount Davignon, Belgian Ambassador in 
Berlin, C. de Visscher and F. Vanlangenhove, Documents Diplomatiques Belges, 1920-1940 
Brussels, 1966, Vol. V, pp.514-515 

9. United Nations Doc. S/1296, Rev. 1 

10. See the Security Council resolutions reasserting the validity of the armistice convention 
(450 and 459 (1979) §6, 467, §8 and 474 (1980), §4, etc.) 

11. See the references quoted by the author in the IADL brochure entitled Le bombardement 
israélien du Centre de recherches nucléaires de Tuwaitha (Irak), Brussels, 1982 


(mimeographed), pp. 9-11 
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In its commentary on this provision, the I.C.R.C. points out that 
what matters is not the legal definition of war but whether or not there 
has been intervention by members of the armed forces of the parties 
concerned: 

“It is possible to argue almost endlessly about the legal definition 
of ‘war’! A State which uses arms to commit a hostile act against another 
State can always maintain that it is not making war, but merely 
engaging in a police action, or acting in legitimate self-defence. The 
expression ’armed conflict’ makes such arguments less easy. Any 
difference arising between two States and leading to the intervention of 
members of the armed forces is an armed conflict within the meaning of 
Article 2, even if one of the Parties denies the existence of a state of 
war’’.(12) 

It is true that this explanation as such concerns only the criteria for 
the applicability of the Geneva Conventions to armed conflicts, butitis 
also valid as regards the applicability to a given case of the law of war 
as a whole, i.e. of both the Geneva Conventions and the Hague 
Conventions. 

The first Additional Protocol of 10 June 1977, which combines the 
Hague and Geneva provisions, stipulates that these shall apply “inthe 
situation referred to in Article 2”. Though this Protocol has been 
ratified neither by Israel nor by Lebanon, it is permissible to suppose 
that both are bound by this stipulation insofar as it merely enunciates a 
customary rule of interpretation, and in fact it was expressly approved 
by Israel at the Diplomatic Conference (1974-1977) (13). 

However it still remains to be determined whether there exists a 
dispute between Israel and Lebanon. 
3. Should anyone still doubt whether such a dispute really exists, 
notwithstanding the Israeli alliance with certain Christian forces such 
as the Haddad militias in the south, it will suffice to observe that it was 
Lebanon which complained to the Security Council following the 
Israeli air-raids, which it held to be a breach of the armistice agreement 
of 1949, of Resolution 425 of the Security Council and its successors, and 
of the elementary principles of international law (14). Moreover, during 
the discussion by the Security Council the Lebanese delegate, Mr. 
Ghassan Tueni, was to emphasize that what the Israeli intervention 
imperilled were Lebanese independence and territorial sovereignty 
(15), while President Sarkis ordered the Lebanese troops to fight 
against Israel and his order was to be obeyed by the Shiite militias 
which had previously been fighting the Palestinians (16). 

Those who, in Israel, are talking of freeing Lebanon of the foreign 


12. I.C.R.C., 4th Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of 
War, Commentary published under the general editorship of Jean S. Pictet, Geneva, 1958, p. 
20 

13. Acts of the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of Inter- 
national Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, Geneva, 1974-1977, Vols. Vland 
VIII. 

14. UN Communiqué de presse, Revue de la Semaine, N° 23, 11.6.82, p.8 

15. Ibid., p.10 

16. Le Monde, 11.6.82, p. 1 
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troops stationed there, begining with the PLO, (17) must be reminded 
that the presence of the latter’s forces on its soil was accepted by 
Lebanon under the provisions of the agreements made with it in 1969, 
1973 and 1977. 

Hence itis perfectly correct to speak of an “‘armed conflict” between 
Israel and Lebanon. 
4,In demanding immediate and unconditional withdrawal by Israel of 
all its military forces to within its own frontiers and calling for a 
complete end to hostilities (18), the Security Council has implicitly 
acknowledged that there exists an armed conflict between the two 
states. Further, the applicability of the laws of war to this situation is 
expressly asserted in a draft resolution (19) which among other things 
urges the parties strictly to observe the Regulations annexed to the Hague 
Convention of 1907. This draft - which also condemns Israel for failing 
to obey Resolutions 508 and 509 - secured 14 votes but was not 
adopted owing to the hostile vote of the United States, whose represen- 
tative claimed that its wording was not “sufficiently balanced”’ (20). 
However, the objection raised did not apply to the paragraph on the 
observance of the Hague provisions. In other words, all 15 members of 
the Security Council agreed with the assertion that the laws of war were 
applicable to the situation in Lebanon. 

Thus the situation between Israel and Lebanon definitely resem- 
bles an international armed conflict governed by the law of war in its 
entirety. This is adequately proved by a scruting of the circumstances of 
the case and has been confirmed by the members of the Security 
Council, while Israel itself informed the I.C.R.C. that it would abide by 
the 1949 Geneva Conventions in the course of its operations and do its 
utmost to observe the provisions of the First Additional Protocol 
concerning the protection of civilians against the direct consequences 
of hostilities. This of course applies to the Syrians and Palestinians as 
well as the Lebanese (20A). 


B. APPLICABILITY OF THE LAW OF WAR TO RELATIONS 
BETWEEN ISRAEL AND THE PALESTINIANS 


Israel might nevertheless be tempted to make a nice distinction 
between its hostilities with Lebanon, to which the law of war would be 
applicable in its entirety and its engagements with the Palestinians and 
the forces of the PLO, to which they might claim that it was not, since 
the latter did not count as a state and the law of war in its entirety was 
applicable only to actual inter-state conflicts. 

This is in fact to a certain extent the argument used with regard to 
the Palestinian prisoners, who are classed as “terrorists” and denied 
prisoner-of-war status (See below). 


17. Le Monde, 12.6.82, p. 4; 13-14.6.82, p. 2; 15.6.82, p.4 For Israel, there is neither 
"occupation” nor "an armed conflict”, but merely "intervention in order to restore the 
authority of the Lebanese administration” (Le Monde, 29.7.82, p. 6) 

18. Resolution 508 and 509 of 5 and 6 June 1982 

19. UN Doc. S/ 15185 

20. UN, Press Release, Weekly News Summary No. 23, 11.6.82 

20A. Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 18 July 1982, Doc. 342.310.108 (appended). 
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However, as we Shall see, there can be no question, in the case in 

point, of making the laws of war applicable only to a part of the 
hostilities, and the fighting between the Israelis and the Palestinians is 
subject to the same rules as the fighting between the Israelis and the 
Lebanese. 
1. The Palestinian people’s fight against Israel is a war of national 
liberation which as such is to be treated in the same way as an 
international armed conflict and hence to be governed by the law of war 
in its entirety. 

Under Art. 2, which is common to each of the four 1949 Geneva 
Conventions (21), and Art. 1 §3 of the First Additional Protocol (22), the 
Geneva and the Hague Conventions are applicable in their entirety 
only to international conflicts. But such conflicts include national 
liberation stugegles, i.e.: 

“armed conflicts in which people are fighting against colonial 
domination and alien occupation and against racist régimes in the 
exercise of their right to self-determination” (ist Additional Protocol, 
Art. 1 §4). 

The Palestinian people’s resistance to Israel fits into this category 
of conflict, in the first place because the Israeli occupation, at least on 
the West Bank and in Gaza, is a foreign occupation within the meaning 
of the provision, and as such must be brought to an end (23), and in the 
second because the United Nations have expressly recognized: 

“the legality of the peoples’ struggle for self-determination and 
liberation from colonial and foreign domination and alien 
subjugation...and in particular that...of the Palestinian people” (24). 

What matters for us here is not so much the legality of the struggle - 
which in fact has no bearing on the law of war, the latter being based on 
the equality of the belligerents (25) - as the fact that the war has been 
expressly qualified as a war of national liberation. Since, as we have 
seen, it is considered as the equivalent of an armed conflict, it is 
governed ipso jure by the law of war as a whole. 

Unfortunately, Israel has never accepted the principle of so 
qualifying the war, and voted neither Resolution 2787 (X XVI) (26) nor 
Article 1 §4 of the First Additional Protocol (27), which, moreover, it 
shows no signs of wishing to ratify. Hence it is entitled to deny the 


21. Art. 2 stipulates: ’’..the present Convention shall apply to all cases of declared waror 
of any other armed conflict which may arise between two or more of the High Contracting 
Parties...” 

22. Art. 1 §3 runs: "This Protocol, which supplements the Geneva Conventions of 12 
August 1949 for the protection of war victims, shall apply in the situation referred to in 
Article 2 common to those Conventions”. 

23. Resolution 242 of the Security Council (20.11.1967). 

24. Resolution 2787 (XXVI), adopted by the UN General Assembly on 6.12.1971, §1. See 
Mallein, La situation juridique des combattants dans les conflits armés non internationaux, 
Grenoble University (thesis), 1978, p.512 sqq.; see also J.Salmon, ’’Laconférence diplomati- 
que sur la réaffirmation et le développement du droit humanitaire dans les guerres de 
libération nationale”, Revue Belge de Droit International, 1976, p. 28. 

25. R. Meyrowits, L’égalité des belligérants devant le droit de la guerre (Paris, Pédone), 
1970. 

26. UN, G.A.O.R., 26th session, 200lst plenary session, 6.12.1971, §§70-76. 

27. Acts of the Diplomatic Conference. op. cit., VI, pp.40-42 and VII, p. 113 (French 
edition). 
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validity of an objection which, though approved by most of the 
international community, has been refused approval by some of the 
Western States. 

2. Since we cannot therefore avail ourselves of the concept of a war of 
national liberation as valid for rejecting Israeli claims to be acting 
legally, we will take instead the PLO’s express declaration, made under 
Art. 96 §3 of the First Protocol (28), that it undertakes to apply both the 
said Protocol and the Geneva Conventions. The article in question 
entitles a national liberation movement to make a declaration of the 
type in respect of its armed conflict with a colonial power, an alien 
occupying power or aracist régime, and the PLO made its declaration 
on 7 June 1972 to the depositary of the Conventions and Protocols, i.e. 
the Swiss Federal Council, which acknowledged receipt of it. 

Is this sufficient to make these instruments binding on Israel? It 
would look as though ourreply must necessarily be in the negative. Not 
only has Israel failed to ratify the Protocols; it even expressly opposed 
the adoption of Art. 96 §3 during the Diplomatic Conference of 1974-1977 
(29). 

This being the case, it would appear difficult to counter the Israeli 
position with the aid of a provision which remains, after all, something 
of an exception in international treaty law, entitling, as it does, an 
entity which need not necessarily be a state to become, as it were, a 
party to a multilateral treaty. 

However, Israel does not appear to have displayed any official 
reaction to the PLO’s declaration, and it should further be observed that 
Art. 96 §3, far from being an innovation, merely gives official sanction 
to a practice of long standing: we have only to recall how on 20 June 
1960 the Provisional Government of the Algerian Republic regularly 
acceded to the four Geneva Conventions, followed, in 1974, by the 
Provisional Revolutionary Government of South Vietnam and by 
Guinea-Bissau (30). Whereas at the time certain states which were 
directly concerned - namely France and South Vietnam - denied the 
validity of these accessions in international law, Israel, which, as a 
party to the Conventions, was likewise concerned, did not display any 
negative reaction. Hence its silence, both then and now, might well 
provide a valid argument against its present claims. “Qui tacet 
consentire videtur si loqui debuisset ac potuisset’’. 

Indeed, if it is recalled that during the war in Palestine in 1948 the 
Executive Committee of the Jewish Agency for Palestine and the Vaad 
Leumi on the one side and the Arab High Committee and Secretariat 
General of the Arab League on the other declared themselves willing to 
observe the Geneva Conventions (31) it will be seen that Israel is ill- 
placed today to question the validity of the PLO’s declaration. 


28. Art. 96 §3: "The authority representing a people engaged againsta High Contracting 
Party in an armed conflict of the type referred to in Article 1, paragraph 4, may undertake to 
apply the Conventions and this Protocol in relation to that conflict by means of a unilateral 
declaration addressed to the depositary. (...)”’. 

29. Acts of the Diplomatic Conference, op. cit., VI, pp. 351-353 (French edition). 

30. M. Veuthey, Guerilla et droit humanitaire (Genéve, Inst. H. Dunant), 1976, p. 49. 

31. Ibid., p. 50 
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Israel can, of course, deny that the First Protocol is applicable 

(except for the provisions which merely re-state customary practice), 
since it has not ratified it itself; it is clear, however, from its earlier 
behaviour that it has become impossible for it to prevent its relations 
with the PLO from being governed by the Geneva Conventions. 
3. In case the above conclusions are found to be over-bold, or even of 
doubtful validity, it is also possible to justify the general applicability 
of the law of war to relations between Israel and the Palestinians on the 
grounds that they are an aspect of the relations between Israel and 
Lebanon. Since the Palestinians and the PLO are under the authority 
and sovereignty of Lebanon, the international law binding on that 
country must affect them just as much as the rest of the population. 

The problem is not anew one: it was raised during the Second World 
War in connection with the status of the Free French (Gaullist) 
combatants taken prisoner by Germany. Following the intervention of 
the I.C.R.C., Germany declared that she considered the members of 
these forces to be ‘‘fighters for England’, and agreed to grant prisoner- 
of-war status to any who were captured (82). 

During the conference of government experts called to draft what 
were to become the 1949 Geneva Conventions, it was decided that forces 
fighting for an authority not recognized by the enemy they were 
fighting against would be entitled to the protection afforded under the 
Third Convention provided they were fighting “‘side by side” with a 
state recognized by that enemy as a regular belligerent. Mutatis 
mutandis, this exactly fits the case of the Palestinians fighting against 
the Israeli forces in Lebanon. Moreover, the provision in question was 
dropped during the Diplomatic Conference of 1949, which simply 
agreed that among the persons in enemy hands who were to enjoy 
prisoner-of-war status there should be included: 

‘“‘Members of regular armed forces who profess allegiance to a 
government or an authority not recognized by the Detaining Power” 
(Art. 4, A, §3 of Convention ITI). 

What is essential to our purpose here is that neither the text of the 
Convention nor the commentary published by the I.C.R.C. actually 
stipulates in so many words that the said authority should be a 
regularly constituted state; it will suffice for it to be recognized by other 
states and for it “to declare that it accepts the obligations provided for 
in the Convention”’ (33), as in effect the PLO has done (See above). 

The PLO and the Palestinian fighters are thus doubly entitled to 
enjoy the protection of the Third Geneva Convention: they are fighting 
side by side with the Lebanese forces and they are, further, organized as 
the regular forces of an “authority” not recognized by the Detaining 
Power which has accepted the obligations it provides for. The same 
is true of the other three Conventions, since the PLO has undertaken to 
implement all four, and, by inference, of the rest of humanitarian law 
(See above). 

4. Even if, notwithstanding all we have just said, the PLO’s accession to 


32. 1.C_R.C., Pictet, op. cit. pp.61-64 
33. Ibid. 
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the Conventions were to remain invalid as far as Israel is concerned - 
quod non - it still remains that as a population living under Lebanese 
sovereignty the Palestinians have the same claim as the Lebanese 
themselves to the protection of the law of war as a whole. 

It will doubtless be observed that Art. 4 §2 of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention stipulates: 

“Nationals of a state which is not bound by the Convention are not 
protected by it’’. 
This, however, must mean one of two things. Hither the Palestinians are 
in reality nationals of Jordan, Syria or some other state and hence are 
protected by the law of war insofar as it is binding on their country of 
origin, or else they are stateless, in which case it would be absolutely 
contrary to the spirit of humanitarian law for them to remain 
outside it. Such an eventuality is so very absurd and inhuman as 
necessarily to lead to the conclusion that, should the Palestinians be 
denied any form of statehood and any nationality whatever, they would 
be protected by the law of war binding on the state where they were 
living (34). In actual fact Israel does not deny that the law of war is 
applicable to the Palestinians, but it refuses them the protection of the 
3rd Geneva Convention (34a) (See below). 


C. THE PROVISIONS OF THE LAW OF WAR BINDING ON THE 
PARTIES 


This point has been dealt with implicitly in the foregoing pages, 
and we will confine ourselves here to remarking that: 

1. Lebanon and Israel have been parties to the 1949 Geneva Conventions 
since 10 April and 6 July 1951 respectively; they are also parties to the 
Hague Convention on the Protection of Cultural Property and the 
Protocol annexed to it, both of which were adopted on 14 May 1954 and 
which were signed by Lebanon on 1 June 1960 and by Israel on 3 October 
1957 and 1 April 1958 respectively. 

2. AS we have seen, on 7 June 1982 the PLO formally undertook to 
implement the 1949 Conventions and the First Additional Protocol. 

3. Though neither of the parties has formally acceded to the Fourth 
Hague Convention of 18 October 1907, the Regulations annexed to 
which serve to codify the laws and customs of war on land, it remains a 
fact that these regulations are considered as the “written expression of 
international custom” and that no state would today be entitled to claim 
that it was not bound by them merely because it had not been a party to 
them (35). 

Hence the Hague provisions, as a part of customary law, are 
effectively binding on the parties to the conflict. The Nuremberg 
International Military Tribunal held that Germany was bound by them, 
even though she had not officially acceded to them, since they were 


34, Cf. ibid. IV, n.53 
34A. See Note 20A above 
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rules “accepted by civilized states” and considered by them to be ‘“‘the 
codified expression of the laws and customs of war’’(36).. 

On the same basis it is also permissible to consider that the rules 
contained in the First Additional Protocol of 1977, insofar as they 
merely re-state existent laws and customs of war, may as provisions of 
customary law be invoked against all parties to the conflict, whether 
signatories or not. The same is true of the United Nations Convention of 
10 October 1980 prohibiting or restricting the use of certain conven- 
tional weapons which may be considered to cause excessive suffering 
or to be indiscriminate in their effects. 

To conclude this chapter: while it has now been shown that the law 
of war as a whole was, and stillis, applicable to all aspects of the Israeli 
intervention in Lebanon, it remains to be seen how far it has been 
obeyed. 


Il - EFFECTIVE VIOLATION OF THE LAWS AND CUSTOMS OF WAR 
THROUGHOUT THE ISRAELI INTERVENTION IN LEBANON 


The Israeli intervention in Lebanon has been marked by an almost 
uninterrupted series of violations both of the law deriving from the 
Hague Convention (which governs methods of fighting) and of that 
deriving from the Geneva Conventions and relating to the situation of 
persons in enemy hands. This is not the place for an exhaustive and 
detailed list of these violations, and we will confine ourselves to 
drawing attention to a certain number of facts publicized by the 
international press and showing how these are breaches of the law of 
war. 


A. THE METHODS OF WARFARE ADOPTED 


The methods used during the conflict were contrary to the law of 
war in respect both of the choice of objectives and of the means 
employed. 


1. The objectives chosen: bombing of non-military targets 


a. Some facts 

As noted at sufficient length by press correspondents and eye- 
witnesses (37), Israel bombed a large number of purely civilian targets: 
refugee camps (38), columns of refugees (39), hospitals (40), old people’s 
homes (41), hotels (42), embassies (43) and private homes (in particular 
during the large-scale raids on whole districts of West Beirut on 1, 8-9 
and 11-12 August). 


36. The Trial of Major War Criminals before the International Military Tribunal, 
Nuremberg, 1947, Vol.1, p.267 of the French edition. . - 

37. See, in the present work, the statements by Paulette Pierson-Mathy andDrs Claude 
Lien and Mireille Millet-Szatan and the Chronology. 

38. Also convoys of civilian cars escaping to Syria on 10 and 11 June, Le Monde, 13-14 
June 82, p.2 

39. e.g. Le Monde, 17 July 82, p.4 

40. e.g. Le Monde, 27-28 June 82, p.2; 13 July, p.4;6 Aug., p.3 

41. Le Monde, 29 June 82, p.4 

42. Including a hotel essentially housing journalists (Le Monde, 6 Aug., p.3;7 Aug., p.3) 

43. Among them the French, Chinese and Soviet embassies (Le Monde, 4 Aug., p.4) 
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Some of the figures are particularly significant. According to 
Lebanese provisional statistics, the Israeli bombings killed about 
17,000 people between June and August 1982 and injured a further 30,000 
(44). According to UNICEF, the raids on Beirut alone caused 29,506 fatal 
or non-fatal casualties, 11,840 of which were children, 8,688 of which 
were women, 2,409 men over 60, 5,469 men under 60 and 1,100 actual 
combatants (45). Another more or less United Nations source quotes 
- again for Beirut - the figure of 36,687 dead or injured, with a similar 
proportion of civilians to combatants (46). If these figures are accurate 
the ratio of combatants to civilian victims could be 1 to 28. Such data 
speak for themselves. 

To justify itself Israel has claimed that it was extremely difficult to 
distinguish military from civilian targets. Here is an extract from an 
interview granted by Ariel Sharon to Mrs. O. Fallaci: 

A.S: ’I know, too that we never bombed civilians deliberately. Most of 
the air-raids ... were on places where the terrorists had their bases and 
headquarters, i.e. south of the Boulevard Mazraa in the Fakhani 
district”. 

O.C.: “But Fakhani is not the only place you bombed. You bombed the 
centre as well. The houses, hospitals, hotels, schools, embassies ... ” 

A.S.: “No! no! no! We hit them because they were close to the military 
installations which made targets of them! We hit them because the 
terrorists were shielding themselves behind the population ...”’ (47). 

This attempted justification scarcely holds water when set against 
personal testimonies which emphasize the extreme accuracy of Israeli 
bombing. In Sayda none of the buildings where weapons had been 
placed was hit, while in Sour all the buildings on the sea-front were 
destroyed except, precisely, that of the PLO which contained a stock of 
arms.(48)Jacques Huntziger was to state on his return from Lebanon: 

“One has the impression that certain pieces of bomb damage were 
done selectively. The raiders were perfectly aware of what they wereto 
destroy, whether it was the residence of the French Ambassador, the 
buildings housing journalists or those housing the political leaders. 
Hence these were methodical operations which were certainly part ofa 
whole strategy” (49). 


b. The legal aspect 


1°) The prohibition on attacking civilian objectives is over a hundred 
years old, since as long ago as 1868 the St. Petersburg Declaration (29 
November - 11 December) stated: 

“The only legitimate object which States should endeavour to 
accomplish during war is to weaken the military forces of the enemy”. 
And on the eve of the Second World War the League of Nations 
Assembly adopted a Resolution declaring the intentional bombing of 


44. Le Monde Diplomatique, October 1982, p.1. 

45. Le Monde, 8 Sept., p.4 

46. Le Monde, 9 Sept., p.3 

47. Nouvel Observateur, 28 Aug. - 3 Sept. 1982, p.83 
48. Le Monde, 17 June 82, p. 4 

49. Le Monde, 28 Aug. 82, p. 3 
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civilian populations to be contrary to law (50). Subsequently, and inits 
turn, the United Nations General Assembly adopted as “fundamental 
principles’, without any opposition or reservation on the part of Israel 
(51) that: 

“2. In the conduct of military operations during armed conflicts, a 
distinction must be made at all times between persons actively taking 
part in the hostilities and civilian populations. 

3. In the conduct of military operations, every effort should be 
made to spare civilian populations from the ravages of war, and all 
necessary precautions should be taken to avoid injury, loss or damage 
to civilian populations. 

4. Civilian populations as such should not be the object of 
military operations” (52). 

It is quite clear that in the light of these various principles the 
bombings of civilians which have taken place in Lebanon were all 
flagrant breaches of the law of war. 

2°) We are obliged, nevertheless, for the sake of objectivity, to 
observe that the prohibition on the bombing of civilians is not always 
stated in such absolute terms. Thus Article 25 of the Regulations 
annexed to Hague Conventions 2 and 4on the laws and customs of war 
on land, dated 1899 and 1907 respectively, stipulates only: 

“The attack or bombardment, by whatever means, of towns, 
villages, dwellings, or buildings which are undefended is prohibited”’. 
Similarly, Art. 6b of the Nuremberg Charter considers as a war crime 
“the wanton destruction of cities, towns or villages, or devastation not 
justified by military necessity”’. 

Does this mean that a town which is defended may be attacked, and 
that, should military requirements so demand, civilians may be 
bombed ? In the judgment it passed on 10 April 1948, the United States 
military Tribunal declared that in such circumstances this would bea 
“legitimate act of war”: 

“A city is bombed for tactical purposes; communications are to be 
destroyed, railroads wrecked, ammunition plants demolished, 
factories razed, all for the purpose of impeding the military. In these 
operations it inevitably happens that non-military persons are killed. 
This is an incident, a grave incident to be sure, but an unavoidable 
corollary of battle action” (53). 

It is not so. certain that these arguments will suffice to whitewash those 
who were responsible for the bombing of Hamburg, Berlin, Dresden, 
Tokyo, Hiroshima or Nagasaki. Whether they will or not, other 
examples may be cited to show that the prohibition on the bombing of 
civilians (54) is only conditional, and unfortunately one has only to 
observe that the Diplomatic Conference of 1974-1977 did not absolutely 


50. French text published by the Journal Officiel, Supplément Of., No. 183, 1938, p. 136 

51. See UN Official Records, 25th Session, 3rd Committee, Analytical Summary 
Records, 15.9 - 11.12.1970, Point 47 of the agenda. 

52. Res. 2675 (XXV) of 9.12.1970. 

53. Einsatzgruppen Trial, Trials of War Criminals before the Nuremberg Military 
Tribunal under Control Council Law, No. 10, Washington, USGPO, Vol.X, p. 466. Quoted in 
UN Doc.A/9215 (Vol1ID, p.39 

54. See miscellaneous quotations in UN Doc.A/9215 (Vol.I), pp.186 sqq. 
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prohibit the bombing of civilians either, since Article 51 §5 of the First 
Additional Protocol prohibits indiscriminate attacks only when they 
‘may be expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to 
civilians, damage to civilian objects or a combination thereof, which 
would be excessive in relation to the concrete and direct military 
advantage anticipated”’. 

Can Israel justify its bombings in the light of these rules of 
international law? The figures quoted above are an eloquent enough 
reply: if nearly 28 civilians must be killed for one combatant, the harm 
caused is, we feel, certainly “excessive in relation to the concrete and 
direct military advantages anticipated”. 

3°) It will doubtless be objected that in some instances the PLO has 
placed heavy equipment immediately next to civilian targets, or 
stationed guns on hospital roofs (55), and that this might be held to be a 
breach of Article 19 of the First Geneva Convention, Article 18 of the 
Second, and Article 58 of the First Additional Protocol (56), if it could be 
successfully demonstrated that the war material in question could have 
been stationed elsewhere. It nevertheless remains true that: 

a. One (possible) violation of humanitarian law does not justify 
another (57).. 

b. When one knows how very accurately the Israeliarmy is capable 
of firing, one has the impression that the harm inflicted on civilians is 
the outcome of a deliberate policy of terrorization. One eye-witness of 
the bombing was to write: 

“On the strictly technical level, the army of Jerusalem, which no 
longer needed to show proof ofits ability, is seen to be perfectly capable 
of hitting its ‘terrorist’ enemy’s headquarters and other buildings; in 
going very much further than this its intention is to use the weapon of 
terror’”’ (58). 

Terrorist bombing, the illegality of which was demonstrated as 
long ago as 11 December 1922 in Article 22 of the Rules of Air Warfare 
drafted by a commission of jurists of The Hague, is officially prohibited 
under Article 51 §2 of the First Additional Protocol and is in fact also 
treated as illegal in various military manuals and in works by many 
different authors (59). 

4°) Whereas the prohibition on the bombing of civilian objectives in 
general is not always an absolute one, the prohibition on the bombing of 
hospitals and mobile medical units may be waived only in cases where 
these are used for military ends (60). 


55. O. Fallaci, Nouvel Observateur, No. 22/28, 28 Aug.- 3 Sept., p. 83 

56. Art. 18 of the 4th G.C. states: "In view of the dangers to which hospitals may be 
exposed by being close to military objectives, it is recommended that such hospitals be 
situated as for as possible from such objectives”. 

57. See the prohibition on reprisals in the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, Art. 
60, §5, which states that the paragraphs concerning the breaches which entitle the other 
party to terminate the treaty do not apply "to provisions relating to the protection of the 
human person contained in treaties of a humanitarian character, in particular to provisions 
prohibiting any form of reprisals against persons protected by such treaties”. 

58. Le Monde, 13-14 June 82, p.1. See too the eye-witness account by Paulette Pierson- 
Mathy in the present volume. 

59. Referred to in UN Doc. 9215 (Vol.I), §§ 124 and 137 

60. ist G.C. Arts. 19 and 21; 4th G.C. Arts 18 and 19 
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Diplomatic premises would not appear to enjoy, under the law of 
war, any specific protection other than that enjoyed by civilian 
property. However, the inviolability they are acknowledged to enjoy in 
time of peace (61) should be maintained in wartime (62) and so ensure 
them a higher degree of immunity compared with civilian property in 
general. Here again it has been seen that Israel has not distinguished 
itself by any exaggerated respect for the laws and customs of war. 

5°) Journalists enjoy the same protection as civilians, since Article 
79 §1 of the First Additional Protocol provides: 

“Journalists engaged in dangerous professional missions in areas 
of armed conflict shall be considered as civilians within the meaning of 
Article 50, paragraph 1”. 

Israel would not appear to have regularly attached much importance to 
this provision either. 


2. The means adopted: use of inhuman weapons and methods 


Israel has not refrained from using inhuman weapons and methods 
- phosphorus, fragmentation and vacuum bombs and the blockading of 
food supplies. 

a. Use of phosphorus, fragmentation and vacuum bombs 


The international press has reported several instances in which 
these different types of bombs were used on Beirut (63). 

1°) Phosphorus bombs belong to the “dispersion” type of incendiary 
weapon, i.e. those which may be used against readily inflammable 
objectives or in order to cause loss of life directly (64). One of the 
properties specific to white phosphorus is that it takes fire 
spontaneously and cannot be extinguished with water; even if water 
temporarily puts it out the fragments catch fire again once they are dry 
(65). 

With regard to the medical effects of these weapons on individuals 
or on the population as a whole, it is to be noted that: 

“a. Burn injuries differ from wounds commonly caused by 
conventional weapons in the exceptional difficulty of their medical 
treatment... 

b....Whether mortal or not, napalm injuries, like other burns, may 
be intensely painful, both when they occur and during some or all ofthe 
subseguent period. 

c. Recovery from burn injuries is slow, and during most of the 
period the patient remains in great pain. Napalm and white phosphorus 
burns are likely to leave him deeply scarred and disfigured for the rest 
of his life ’’. (66) 

We should further note that white phosphorus “is usually scattered as a 


61. Vienna Convention of 18 April 1961 on Diplomatic Relations, Art. 22 

62. Cf. [. Castren, The Present Law of Warand Neutrality, Helsinki, 1954, pp.104 and 108. 

63. Le Monde, 1 July 82, p.2; 8-9 Aug., pp. 1-2;28 Aug., p.3. See also the statements by eye- 
witnesses in the present volume. 

64. Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use, UN Doc. 
A/8803 dated 9.10.1972, p.6 

65. Ibidem, p.8 

66. Ibidem, p.29 
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mass of sticky particles, and each of these may adhere to a person’s 
skin, continuing to burn until isolated from air or fully burnt out... 
Phosphorus particles that eat their way down into musculature may 
lead to a loss of motor function that may be irretrievable’’. 

Moreover, it is ‘‘a powerful protoplasmic poison” which may have 
fatal effects (67). 

Phophorus weapons are strictly prohibited on the following 
grounds: 

(i) AS weapons which “would uselessly aggravate the suffering of 
disabled men” (Declaration of St. Petersburg, 1868); 

(ii) As “arms, projectiles or material calculated to cause unnecessary 
suffering” (Regulations respecting the Laws and Customs of War, 1907, 
Art. 23e); 

(iii) As “poisons” or “poisoned weapons” (Ibidem, Art. 23 a); 

(iv) As “asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases” (Geneva Protocol of 17 
June 1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous and Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare). 
We would have it remembered that all these prohibitions are includedin 
the customary law binding on Israel (See above). 

But there is more to it than that. The use of such weapons is further 
prohibited because of their terrorist and indiscriminate character, and 
if they are held to be terrorist weapons this is because “the use of agents 
such aS napalm or white phosphorus, which cling to surface and to 
fleeing people while burning, cannot fail to increase the over-all 
psychological impact” (68). 

They are indiscriminate and non-selective weapons since: 

“Massive use of incendiary weapons creates fires that may merge 
and grow into widespread conflagrations and fire storms. Such mass 
fires are largely uncontrollable and usually present unsurmountable 
difficulties for the protection of civilians and the environment in which 
they live’’. (69) 

For both these reasons the use of phosphorus bombs is a breach of 
the prohibition on indiscriminate attacks designed to spread terror 
contained in Article 51 §2 and 5 of the First Additional Protocol (and, as 
mentioned earlier, indiscriminate attacks were prohibited as long ago 
as the St. Petersburg Declaration). This article of the Protocol was 
adopted by the Diplomatic Conference of 1974-1977 with the express 
approval of Israel (70). 

Lastly - and more specifically - phosphorus as an incendiary 
weapon is prohibited today by the Convention of 10 October 1980 on the 
prohibition and limitation of the use of certain conventional weapons 
which may be held to cause excessive suffering and to strike 
indiscriminately. 

Article 2 of the Third Protocol to this Convention runs: 
“It is prohibited in all circumstances to make the civilian 


67. Ibidem, p.33 
68. Ibidem, p.35 
69. Ibidem, p.50 
70. Acts of the Diplomatic Conference, op.cit., VI, p. 165 
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population as such, individual civilians or civilian objects the object of 
attack by incendiary weapons”. 

2. lt is prohibited in all circumstances to make any military 
objective located within a concentration of civilians the object of attack 
by air-delivered incendiary weapons”. 

It is impossible to be any clearer. 

2°) There are several features which differentiate fragmentation 
bombs from conventional explosive weapons: 

(i) They produce splinters which are smaller, lighter, more fast- 
travelling and much more numerous (Where a 15.5 cm. conventional 
shell fired by artillery produces 3,000 splinters each weighing over 0.5 
grams, a modern fragmentation shell of the same calibre will produce 
about 15,000 splinters each weighing under 0.5 grams) (71). 

(ii) The “parent” bomb may divide up into a number of small projectiles 
(cluster bombs) which are dispersed over the target before exploding 
either in fragments or in larger pieces of schrapnel which will 
subsequently splinter (A large bomb weighing 350 kgs. may contain 
700 small bombs each weighing 0.5 kgs. and capable of producing 300 
splinters)...(72). 

They are more likely to hit human targets and likely to cause far worse 
injuries (73). 

These weapons, it must be confessed, are not the subject of any 
special prohibition: the Convention of 10 October 1980 prohibits their 
use only insofar as their splinters cannot be perceived or localized by 
X-raying. They are nevertheless still weapons capable of causing 
unnecessary sufferings and striking indiscriminately, and as such are 
subject to the general prohibitions already quoted above. 

3°) Vacuum bombs were used on several buildings in West Beirut. The 
press has reported the case of a 9-storey building housing 200 refugees 
which collapsed on being hit by two rockets carrying such bombs, 
leaving nothing but a heap of ruins not more than 10 feet high (74). 

According to Jacques Huntzinger, who was there: 

“Use has been made for the first time of bombing techniques - 
particularly vacuum bombing - which enable buildings to be destroyed 
one by one” (75). 

The same type of bomb appears to have been used by the army of 
Saigon at the end of the war in Vietnam, in an attempt to halt the 
advance of the revolutionary forces; it is said to have sucked up all the 
air within a certain radius of the point where it fell and so caused the 
death by asphyxiation of everyone inside that radius and completely 
destroyed the houses, which suddenly caved in under the pressure of 
the atmosphere outside. 

Vacuum bombs have not so far been prohibited by any special 
provision, but by their very nature they should come under the rule 
which forbids the use of weapons which “would render ... death 


71. 1.C.R.C. Weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate 
effects,.Geneva, 1973. 

72. Ibid, pp.46-47. 

73. Ibid, pp.50-51. 

74. Le Monde, 8-9:Aug., pp.1-2 

75. Le Monde, 28 Aug., p.3 
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inevitable” (St.Petersburg Declaration, 1868), even though it may today 
seem somewhat utopian and naive to refer to such a rule. 


b.The blockading of food supplies 

Between the beginning of July and the evacuation of the 
Palestinians on 21 August, Israel maintained an almost complete 
blockade on the economic activity of West Beirut, even at times going so 
far as to withhold water and food supplies from a population of 400,000 
only about 15,000 of whom were combatants. The electricity was cut off 
from 26 July until 22 August and deliveries were prohibited, so that 
medical institutions could function only under the most insecure 
conditions. 

Such behaviour is obviously contrary to the most elementary rules 
of humanitarian law. It causes hardship indiscriminately to civilians, 
combatants, the injured and the sick and violates all the provisions 
already quoted which prohibit hostile action against non-combatants. 
More specifically, it is a breach of Article 54 of the First Additional 
Protocol to the Geneva Conventions, which forbids “starvation of 
civilians as a method of warfare’. This was an article adopted by 
consensus at the Diplomatic Conference of 1974-1977, with neither 
opposition nor qualification on the part of Israel (76). 


B. THE TREATMENT OF PERSONS IN BELLIGERENT HANDS 


It is quite impossible here to examine all the problems arising out 
of the Israeli occupation of Lebanon and to assess the extent to which 
the conduct of the situation obeys the law of war, and we will confine 
ourselves to looking at two questions which have particularly held the 
attention of public opinion, namely: 

(i) The status of the Palestinian fighters captured by Israel and the 
treatment afforded them. 
(ii) The treatment of the civilians in the zone occupied by Israel. 


1. Status and treatment of the Palestinian prisoners 


a. Their status 

The Israeli forces, as they advanced, captured a large number of 
Palestinians, either during the fighting itself or in the course of the 
identity checks, when all Palestinians between the age of 15 and 50 were 
automatically arrested (77), their continued detention or their release 
being dependent on a nod of the head by one or another of the hooded 
informers past whom they were made to file (78). At the present time 
there are still nearly 7,000 detainees (79). 

Israel considers these people to be common criminals, “armed 
members of a terrorist organization” (80), and has absolutely no 
intention of granting them prisoner-of-war status. 

Is this position legally justifiable? We shall answer this question, 
and the question whether the captured Palestinians can be entitled to 


76. Acts of the Diplomatic Conference, op. cit., VI, p.48, XIV, p. 139 sqq. (French edition). 
77. Le Monde, 8 Oct. 82, p.3 

78. Le Monde, 15 June, p.3 

79. Le Monde, 8 Oct., p.3 

80. Le Monde, 13 July, p.3; Israeli Foreign Ministry’s memorandum of 18.7.1982. 
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prisoner-of-war status, in two stages, first of all from the point of view 
of principles and then from that of the facts. 

1. On the level of principles there is practically no doubt that the 
captured Palestinian fighters should be granted the status of prisoners- 
of-war, for several different reasons. To begin with, as freedom fighters 
engaged in a war of national liberation, they are ipso jure entitled to 
that status. This has been several times repeated by the United Nations 
General Assembly (81), though the latter has not been able to make its 
conclusions binding on the states which had voted against them, 
namely, the Western powers.and - naturally - Israel. 

Failing recognition as freedom fighters by Israel, the Palestinians 
can at all events avail themselves of the fact that they are fighting side 
by side with a party to the conflict and can on these grounds obtain 
prisoner-of-war status under Article 4ofthe Third Geneva Convention, 
as: 

(i) “Inhabitants of a non-occupied territory, who on the approach of the 
enemy spontaneously take up arms to resist the invading forces, 
without having had time to form themselves into regular armed units, 
provided they carry arms openly and respect the laws and customs of 
war” (Art. 4A §6); 

as: 

(ii) “Members of militias or volunteer corps forming a part of the 
afmed forces of a Party to the conflict” (Art. 4 A §1) (This would apply 
should they be considered as belonging to the Lebanese army or be 
incorporated into that army); 

as: 

(iii) “Members of regular armed forces who profess allegiance to a 
government or an authority not recognized by the Detaining Power’”’ 
(Art. 4 §3); 

or as: 

(iv) Members of organized resistance movements belonging to a Party 
to the conflict” (Art. 4 §2). 

The choice between the third and fourth possibilities would 
be merely dependent on the practical conditions under which the 
Palestinians were carrying on their fight. In the one case they would be 
regular armed forces fighting openly against Israel, while in the other 
they wouldrather have the character of guerilla formations, with allthe 
features peculiarly inherent in forces of the type. 

In actual fact, the PLO forces would appear to belong to the third of 
these different categories rather than to the fourth. But however that 
may be, there visibly is more than one reason, on the level of principle 
for necessarily considering PLO fighters in Israeli hands as 
prisoners of war. 

How does Israel reply to this? It refuses even to consider the first 
two eventualities and rejects the third without giving the slightest 
reason. As for the fourth, it rules it out on the plea that the PLO does not 
meet the necessary requirements, the first of which is observance ofthe 


81. See, for example, para. 4 of Res. 3103 (XXVIII) of 12.12.73 entitled’ Basic principles of 
the legal status of the combatants struggling against colonial and alien domination and 
racist régimes”. 
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laws and customs of war, which is binding on resistance movements 
(Art. 4 A §2, d) (81A). 

This plea has no more justification than could have been found for 
objections to the other three possibilities. Independently of the fact that 
in any case the PLO forces, in the context of the present conflict, 
resemble not so much aresistance movement (Art. 4A §2) as the regular 
armed forces of an authority not recognized by the Detaining Power 
(Art. 4A §3), the pretext that they have violated the law of war does not 
provide sufficient grounds for depriving them, even as a resistance 
movement, of the protection of the Third Geneva Convention. 

If itis true that the PLO forces have indeed infringed the law of war 
more than once by attacking civilians, it is also a fact that such 
infringements belong to the past and have nothing to do with the 
present conflict, in which the PLO, in concentrating all its efforts on 
fighting the Israeli army, has shown itself perfectly capable of obser- 
ving the laws and customs of war. 

What is true of the PLO forces as “an organized resistance 
movement” is true of them a fortiori as “regular forces who profess 
allegiance to ...an authority not recognized by the Detaining Power”. 
Just as the terrorism practised by the Irgun and the Stern Gang never 
affected the status of the regular forces of the Israeli army, the 
operations carried out against civilian objectives by PLO forces in the 
past in no way affect their present status as regular forces. 

Possible individual infringements of humanitarian law (81B) can 
certainly not jeopardize this status, for were this the case what could be 
said of the Israeli forces, which have systematically violated the law of 
war on an enormous scale? 

2°) In reality - in the field, in other words - things are less simple, for 
there are two possibilities: the Palestinian fighters, when captured, 
may either be visibly dressed as members of a party to the conflict (in 
uniform, or openly bearing arms and wearing a fixed distinctive sign 
recognizable at a distance), or else may be dressed as civilians. In the 
former case they are ipso facto entitled to prisoner-of-war status, and in 
refusing to grant it Israel commits a grave breach of the Third Geneva 
Convention. In the latter, on the contrary, they are not officially to be 
considered as prisoners of war. 

As we know, the classic stipulations contained in Art. 4 §2 of the 
Third Geneva Convention are totally out of keeping with present-day 
fighting conditions, particularly those of wars of national liberation, 
and Article 44 of the First Additional Protocol, by reducing the 
stringency of the requirements for the granting of prisoner-of-war 
status to captured combatants not belonging to regular formations, toa 
large extent repairs the omissions in humanitarian law with regard to 
guerilla warfare. It provides that a combatant captured while in 
civilian clothes is not to be automatically deprived of prisoner-of-war 


81A. Israeli Foreign Ministry’s memorandum 

81B. Accounts have been given of the lynching by the local population of two members 
of the crew of a helicopter shot down over Lebanon; see Le Monde, 8 June, p. 8 and 13-14 June, 
p.3. But it is unlikely that this was the work of the PLO, which would doubtless have 
preferred, by a long way, to take the men alive as prisoners. 
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status, the “distinctive sign’? requirement being now restricted to 
military engagements themselves and to the periods during which the 
combatant is “visible to the adversary while he is engagedinamilitary 
deployment preceding the launching of an attack in which he is to 
participate” (Art. 44 §3). 

In other words, when the combatant is not taking part in a military 
action he may perfectly well merge with the civilian population. But 
Israel, as might be expected, was the state which, at the Diplomatic 
Conference of 1974 to 1977, most strongly opposed this provision, being 
indeed the only one to vote against its adoption at the plenary session (82). 
Thus, whether we like it or not, Israel is not legally bound by Article 44 
and is entitled to refuse prisoner-of-war status to the Palestinian 
fighters who at the time of capture were not distinguishable from the 
civilian population. 

But even admitting this fact, it must not be forgotten that Article 5 of 
the Third Geneva Convention stipulates: 

“Should any doubt arise as to whether persons, having committed a 
belligerent act and having fallen into the hands of the enemy, belong to 
any of the categories enumerated in Article 4, such persons shall enjoy 
the protection of the present Convention until such time as their status 
has been determined by a competent tribunal; but this fits in with the 
general impression one has of a state, and especially of a government, 
which, generally speaking, is not much given to entertaining doubts. But 
it does not mean that the requirements of the law have been satisfied. 


b. Their treatment 

The Israeli authorities have not been content to remain tied to an 
out-of-date law which has been superseded; they have even felt the need 
to violate that law in their treatment of the persons they have captured. 
There have been eye-witness accounts of the maltreatment of 
prisoners: beatings with spiked truncheons, floggings, strokes with a 
cane, and hanging by the feet, not to mentior the appalling hygiene and 
general living conditions (83). 

Such treatment calls for no lengthy comments ofa legal nature: if it 
is given to prisoners of war it is a breach of Articles 13 (Humane 
Treatment of Prisoners), 14 (Respect for the Person of Prisoners), 25 
(Quarters) and 29 (Hygiene) of the Third Geneva Convention. If it is 
inflicted on persons not entitled to enjoy prisoner-of-war status, i.e. 
civilians, it is a breach of Article 32 (Prohibition of Corporal 
Punishment) and 35 (Accommodation, Hygiene) of the Fourth 
Convention. 


2. Treatment of civilians in the portion of Lebanon occupied by Israel 


Of the events occurring under the Israeli occupation which deserve 
to be recounted and examined here, there is one so abominable as to 
surpass all the rest both quantitatively and qualitatively: I refer to the 
massacres in the Sabra and Shatila camps. 


82. Actes de la Conférence Diplomatique, op. cit., VI, pp. 121-122. 

83. Le Monde, 24 June 82, p.6; 4-5 Aug., p. 2. See also the accounts of personal experience 
submitted to the present conference by Drs. Berge and Capet and the male nurse Mr. Fr: 
Mathey, who were arrested by the Israeli authorities. 
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Let me recall the series of developments which led up to them. On 14 
September 1982, the new Lebanese President, Béchir Gemayel, was 
assassinated. The next day Israeli troops, violating the agreement 
concluded with the U.S. mediator, Philip Habib, entered West Beirut. On 16 
and 17 September, members of the Christian militias surrounded the 
Sabra and Shatila camps, with Israeli forces remaining stationed only 
200 yards away, and perpetrated one of the most sanguinary massacres 
in the history of modern Lebanon, slaughtering defenceless men, 
women, old people and children; 328 people are known to have been 
killed, while 991 are reported missing. 

At the time of writing, the Israeli government, under the pressure of 
public opinion, has appointed a commission of inquiry to determine 
who is responsible for these crimes, and to what extent. But there is no 
need to wait for its conclusions before observing a certain number of 
facts. 

Though it has not been proved that the Israeliforces took part inthe 
massacres directly, they were committed in a zone under Israeli control 
and this is sufficient to place a share of the liability on Israeli 
shoulders. Article 27 of the Fourth Geneva Convention states that in 
occupied territory “protected persons” - i.e. civilians - “‘shall at all 
times be humanely treated and shall be protected especially against all 
acts of violence...” This means that the occupying power as an 
authority is under the traditional obligation to exert due care and under 
specific positive-law obligation to adopt a given line of conduct, and it 
is sufficiently proved by the circumstances of the case - for it was 
difficult to remain unaware of the extermination which was in progress 
for several hours only a few dozen yards away - that these obligations 
were not fulfilled. 

Hence by failing to intervene to prevent the massacres Israel has 
incurred an international liability of its own. The future will tell us 
whether it is a liability for inefficiency on the part of its representative 
authorities or for the active connivance of those authorities in the 
perpetration of an atrocity which in French has been called 
‘“Beirut-sur-Glane”. 


(Translator’s note: The analogy is with Oradour-sur-Glane, whose entire population was 
massacred by the Nazis in 1944) 
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER II 


Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Information Division 
BRIEFING 342/18.7.82/3.10.108 


THE ISRAELI OPERATION IN LEBANON 
LEGAL ASPECTS 


The following paper clarifies various legal aspects of the Israeli operation in Lebanon 
and is composed of the following topics: 
I. The nature of the Israeli operation in Lebanon 
(a) The right to self-defence 
(b) Proportionality 
(c) The current Israeli presence in Lebanon. 


II. The application of international humanitarian law 
(a) The application of the Geneva Conventions, with respect to prisoners-of-war and 
detainees. 
(b) The 1977 Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions. 
(c) The treatment of detainees by Israel 
(d) The protection of the civilian population during hostilities. 


I. The Nature of the Israeli Operation in Lebanon 


(a) The Right to self-defence 

(1) Article 51 of the United Nations Charter affirms the inherent right of self-defence 
if an armed attack occurs against a member state of the United Nations. It does not make any 
exception for armed attack in purported exercise of the right of self-determination. 

It is a fundamental principle of international law and relations that no state may allow 
its territory to be used for acts injurious to the territorial integrity or political independence 
of a neighbouring state. This principle has recently been formulated by the United Nations 
General Assembly Resolutions 3314 (XXIX) dated 14 December 1974 (Soviet-inspired 
“Definition of Aggression’) and Resolution 2625 (XXV) dated 24 October 1970, the 
“Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co- 
operation Among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations”. 

(2) The nature of the operation undertaken by the Israel Defence Forces was to 
uproot the presence in Lebanon of terrorist groups linked to the PLO, who, after having 
usurped sovereign Lebanese Government authorities, utilized the territory and 
infrastructure of Lebanon in order to plan and construct a universal terrorist network 
directed against Israel, to train and dispatch terrorist groups to Israel and abroad and to 
build up an offensive fire-power capacity composed of tens of thousands tons of weapons, 
ammunition, tanks, missiles and other offensive equipment. 
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(3) Lebanon has been totally unable to eliminate the presence of the terrorists from 
its territory, to prevent their activities emanating from Lebanon against Israel and its 
civilian population as well as against the welfare and well being of other nations and 
democratic societies. Similarly Lebanon has been unable to prevent the usurpation of a 
large section of its capital city Beirut as the fortified nerve-centre of the PLO world wide 
terror network. 

(4) The extent of the gratitude expressed by the people of Lebanon to Israel for the 
freeing of Lebanese territory from usurpation of the terrorist groups is perhaps 
confirmation of the fact that the operation was in no way directed against Lebanon, its 
sovereignty or its territorial integrity - but only against the presence, the activities and the 
infrastructure of the PLO and its associated terrorist groups. 


(b) Proportionality 

(1) Israel was faced with a vast terrorist arsenal of thousands tons of weapons, 
ammunition, missiles and heavy artillery equipment, all of which constituted a direct, 
immediate and actual threat to Israel's security. ‘the magnitude and immediacy of the 
threat, and the acutal use of the fire-power against civilian objectives both within Israel] and in 
southern Lebanon, as well as the murderous terror operations against Jews and Israelis 
throughout the world, left no alternative but to remove that threat and to neutralize the 
scope of operations, including the headquarters, stores and infrastructure, so far as to 
prevent its reappearance in the future. The facts, which later revealed themselves, as to the 
astounding amount of weaponry stored by the PLO and its associated terror network, 
exceeded even the anticipated threat, and left little to the imagination concerning the 
ultimate aims and plans of the terror organizations, both in relation to Israel and the State of 
Lebanon itself. 

(2) The Israeli operation thus constituted a direct and integral continuation and 
result of a conflict initiated, planned and pursued by the terrorists, against Israel and its 
population, and may not be detached from the threats and tragic provocations which 
immediately preceeded it. 


(c) The Current Israeli Presence in Lebanon 

(1) Israel has repeatedly affirmed that the operation is in no way directed against 
Lebanon as such, nor against the Lebanese people who have themselves welcomed the 
liberation from the usurpation of their country, including their capital city, by the PLO and 
its terrorist groups. 

Similarly, Israel has stressed that upon the restoration of a central Lebanese sovereign 
authority to govern all Lebanon and to prevent the use of its territory for activities 
detrimental to Israel and its population, Israel will withdraw its forces from the area. 

(2) In view of the fact that Israel harbours no intention of placing in its hands any 

governing or administrative authority within sovereign Lebanese territory, no military 
government has been set up and no orders or regulations of such nature have been issued 
with respect to the civilian administration of the area. 
In most spheres of civilian life, the Lebanese authorities are functioning alone. The aim of 
Israel is that the Lebanese authorities will function in all the spheres including those from 
which, since 1976, they were prevented due to the usurpation by the PLO and its terrorist 
groups of the area and the denial to the local population of the basic tenets of the rule of law. 
The Lebanese policy, municipal, trade, social and financial authorities are functioning with 
all the due contacts with the central Lebanese Government departments in Beirut. The local 
courts have resumed their activities after years of inaction and neglect. 

(3) The Israeli forces have set up a special unit for rendering assistance tocivilians 
in those matters in which the local authorities have not yet been able to reorganize 
themselves especially in the spheres of emergency assistance such as restoration and 
repair of damaged buildings, electricity and water supply, the provision of emergency 
medical, food and fuel supplies and the prevention of epidemics, etc. 

The Israeli forces in the area have been instructed to follow the provisions of the Fourth 
Geneva Convention. 


II. The Application of International Humanitarian Law 


(a) The Geneva Convention 

From the outset of the operation, Israel declared to the International Committee of 
the Red Cross, that it will apply, as appropriate, the four Geneva Conventions. Accordingly, 
both during and since the hostilities, Israel has duly applied those conventions. 

(1) Whilst the Government of Syria has persistently refused to furnish the I.C.R.C. 
with a list of Israeli prisoners of war as is required by the Third Geneva Convention, Israel 
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applies the provisions of the Third Geneva Convention to the Syrian prisoners-of-war 
captured during the hostilities, and the I.C.R.C. delegates have been granted access to 
hospitalized Syrian prisoners of war. 

(2) On the other hand, the members of the PLO and its associated terror groups 
detained by Israeli forces during the operation are not entitled to be accorded the status of 
prisoners-of-war as determined in the Third Geneva Convention. The provisions of that 
Convention are not applicable to such terrorist groups in view of the fact that they are not 
party to the Convention and as such neither constitute nor belong toa party tothe conflict in 
the sense of the Convention. 

(3) The PLO and its associated terror groups do not fall within any of the categories 
formulated in the Convention regarding persons entitled to the status of prisoners-of-war. 
They are not “regular armed forces” and do not constitute an “organized resistance 
movement belonging to a party to the conflict” (Article 4A). 

Nor do they fulfil the basic conditions laid down by the convention for such organized 
resistance movements - especially the requirement that they conduct their operations in 
accordance with the laws and customs of war (Article 4A (2)d). 

(4) Blatant and delibarate violations of such laws and customs of war include 
persistant, deliberate bombardment by the PLO and its terrorist groups of the civilian 
population, civilians and specifically civilian objects both within Israel and southern 
Lebanon; constant attacks by armed squads within Israeli civilian centres, schools, 
kindergartens and buses including the attempted and actual taking of hostages; attacks on 
Israeli diplomats, synagogues and other Jewish community institutions throughout the 
world; the deliberate location of bases, artillery and weapons, ammunition stores and 
training facilities,in or near civilian residential areas, universities, medical facilities, 
cultural and archaeological sites and even foreign embassies - in order to utilize such 
locations as a shield for their own terrorist operations; and the use of mercenaries, and even 
children in the conducting of hostilities. 

The most recent manifestation of the blatant disregard of any basic humanitarian norm is 
the discovery of bodies of Israeli soldiers who had previously fallen into the hands of the 
terrorists and had been brutally murdered. 


(b) The 1977 Additional Protocol to the Geneva Conventions 

The provisions of the Additional Protocol of 1977 to the Geneva Conventions are not 
applicable to the PLO and its associated terrorist groups: 

(1) The basic aims and purposes of the PLO as formulated in its Covenant 
specifically call for the elimination of the State of Israel and advocate violence and 
terrorism as the only means to achieve that end. Such aims go beyond those situations 
formulated in the 1977 Protocol enabling application of the Geneva Conventions and the 
Protocol. This position was stated by Israel during the diplomatic conference which 
completed the drafting of that Protocol in 1977. 

(2) Israel not being party to the Protocol, its provisions are not applicable as regards 
the PLO terror organization and its associated terror groups. 

(3) In directing their operations specifically and intentionally against civilians, 

rather than against military objectives, and in deliberately utilizing civilian locations for 
the emplacement of their weaponry and infrastructure, the PLO and its associated terror 
groups have ruled out, by their own actions, any application of the provisions of the 1977 
Protocol or Geneva Conventions. 
The fact that they have been equipped with vast amounts of advanced weaponry, with the 
offensive capability and fire-power equivalent to that of an army, and organized into a 
para-military framework does not entitle them to the status of prisoners-of-war. The 
terrorist infrastructure, aims and methodology remain the basis of their organization. 
Their vast arsenal and organization were geared for use, specifically and solely, against a 
civilian population and indeed served as such until the Israeli forces acted to prevent any 
further terrorist activity against civilian locations both in Israel, abroad and against the 
Christian villages of southern Lebanon. 


(c) The Treatment of Detainees by Israel 

Despite the inherent and actual inapplicability of the Third Geneva Convention and 
the 1977 Protocol to members of the terrorist groups, Israel, nevertheless, applies to them the 
humanitarian principles of international law embodied in the provisions of the Fourth 
Geneva Convention with respect to the protection of civilian detainees. 
The requirements of that Convention in this context are similar to those of the Third Geneva 
Convention, and incluae, inter alia access by delegates of the I.C.R.C. (International Red 
Cross) and other aspects of humanitarian treatment. 
Having completed initial procedures for identification of the detainees, the Israeli authori- 
ties have granted delegates of the I.C.R.C. those facilities necessary to visit the detainees. 
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(d) The Protection of Civilians During Hostilities 

(1) In addition, despite the non-applicability of the 1977 Protocol with regard to 

protection of civilians, Israel applies, as noted, the provisions of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention. The Israeli forces, in conducting the operation, made every effort to act in 
accordance with those provisions of the Protocol concerning the protection of the civilian 
population against the effects of hostilities. 
The Israeli forces took all necessary and feasible precautions with a view to protecting the 
civilian population, individual civilians and civilian objects against the dangers resulting 
from military operations. Such precautions were all the more necessary in view of the fact, 
as detailed above, that the PLO and its terrorist groups deliberately used the civilian 
population as a shield; both for its installations and emplacements and for its terrorist 
operations. In several places, Israeli forces were faced with situations in which PLO 
terrorists specifically and physically held civilian hostages in refugee camps, apartment 
buildings and other ostensibly civilian centres. 

(2) Accordingly, in operating against the terrorist concentrations, the Israeliforces 
took every possible precaution to protect the civilian population, often at the cost of its own 
considerable casualties. Such precautions included: 

(a) effective advance warning of operations through the distribution of leaflets and appeals 
to civilians by means of radio and loudspeakers, to temporarily leave the zone of operations 
pending the flushing out of terrorist concentrations. 

(b) the temporary removal of civilians from zones of operations and from the vicinity of 
terrorist installations and emplacements; 

(c) directing military operations solely at specific terrorist objectives, with the aim thatthe 
effects be limited only to such objectives. 

(3) Despite the fact that the terrorists, in flagrant violations of norms of 
humanitarian law, located their weapons, positions and headquarters and stores on roofs 
and basements of apartment buildings, within clinics and in schools (including inter alia 
United Nations institutions). The Israeli forces made every possible effort to concentrate 
their operations against the terrorists only, and thereby to minimize incidental loss of 
civilian life, injury to civilians or damage to civilian objects. Such operations were carried 
out only on the basis of the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated. 

(4) Considerable Israeli casualties were caused as aresult of the mobilization by the 
PLO of women and young children to operate anti-tank RPG missiles, and the reluctance by 
the Israeli soldiers to harm such women and children, despite the lethal weaponry which 
they used against these soldiers. 


Conclusion 

Through both objective examination of the facts and rational consideration of the 
situation, it becomes evident that Israel, in conducting the operation against the PLO andits 
associated terror groups, did so within the context of international law, and through 
application of the basic humanitarian principles constituting a vital component of 
international law. This was and continues to be a fact despite the blatant disregard by the 
PLO of any humanitarian norms in its concerted campaign to destroy Israel, to harm 
Israelis, to plunder Lebanon, and to delude the international community. 
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SOME FURTHER REMARKS 


Léo Matarasso, barrister, President of the International League for the 
Rights of Peoples. 


The few brief remarks I am going to make will deal only with the problem of the 

prisoners, deportees and missing persons as raised by the Israeli army’s invasion of 
Lebanon. 
We have just seen how far the Geneva Conventions are applicable to the situation created there 
by the Israeli intervention; the fact that they are applicable largely derives from the fact that 
from the very beginning the PLO itself declared that it would abide by them and sent in its 
signature to the Swiss government. It has also been explained that the Conventions were 
applicable on a territorial basis, since the events were taking place within the territory of a 
signatory state. I feel, however, that greater emphasis should be laid, at leastas regards the 
treatment of the combatants, on the scope of Article 4 of the Third Convention, which 
concerns prisoners of war. As you have been reminded, it covers “members of regular armed 
forces who profess allegiance to a government or an authority not recognized by the 
Detaining Power”, who are thus brought with the scope of the Conventions. The authority 
here is the PLO. The PLO is not, of course, recognized by Israel, but it fully qualifies to be 
considered as an authority within the meaning of the Conventions. It is recognized by large 
numbers of states, and by the United Nations; it has embassies or information bureaux in 
several countries, and an organized army with a high command and a regular system of 
senior and junior ranks. It meets all the requirements for Article 4 of the Third Geneva 
Convention to be applicable. 

There is also a further category of persons captured in the course of hostilities which 
should - enjoy the protection of the Convention, namely, the “members of militias or 
volunteer corps”. Thus the members of the Lebanese militias captured by the Israeli army 
are to be considered as protected under Article 4 A §2. 

We are perfectly aware that there are omissions in the 1949 Geneva Convention, in that 
prisoner-of-war status is confined to those captured when carrying arms openly and 
wearing uniform or bearing a distinctive sign. The omissions have been remedied by the 
Additional Protocols of 1977; but unfortunately Israel is the one country which has neither 
signed nor accepted these. This, however, does not detract from the pertinence of the notion 
of “authority”, which validates the right of the PLO combatants to enjoy the protection of the 
Geneva Conventions. The provision concerning armed forces which come under an 
“authority not recognized” originated in the situation encountered during the last world 
war in connection with the Free French forces under the command of General de Gaulle. 

It must be added that there exists arule for the interpretation of the Geneva Conventions 
and of the humanitarian laws of war of which we must not lose sight. Where there is any doubt 
as to whether a person captured is covered by the Convention it is the prisoner who must enjoy 
the benefit of the doubt. Article 5 of the Geneva Convention concerning prisoners of war 
stipulates: ‘‘Should any doubt arise as to whether persons, having committed a belligerent 
act and having fallen into the hands of the enemy, belong to any of the categories 
enumerated in Article 4, such persons shall enjoy the protection of the present Convention 
until such time as their status has been determined by a competent tribunal 
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It should also be recalled that once a prisoner has come under the protection of the Geneva 
Conventions, Article 17 of the Third Convention will prohibit any use of coercion to secure 
any information from him of any kind whatever. This means that complete illegality 
attaches to the interrogation procedures conducted under the dramatic conditions of which 
we are all aware and which have been several times mentioned during our proceedings here. 
It must also be recalled that the penal and disciplinary sanctions applicable to prisoners of 
war are the subject of restrictive provisions into which we will not go into detail here, but 
which categorically rule out trials of the kind it is envisaged holding in Israel for the 
judging of certain of the Palestinian combatants captured in Lebanon. 

So much for the protection of persons who may be considered as combatants. But there 
are also the people protected as civilians. Civilian populations are protected by the Fourth 
Geneva Convention, which provides for a number of obligations it would be too long to go 
into here in detail , which the government of Israel has not fulfilled. Of these we will take 
first of all the prohibition on the deporting of persons from the occupied state to another 
territory, which we know has occurred in this instance. There is also the fact that the 
occupying power must issue regulations and that these must be brought to the knowledge of 
the population. They must never have a retroactive effect. As we know, in the Lebanese 
territories occupied by Israel there is absolute uncertainty as to what provisions are in 
force. Furthermore, the occupying power may not take any measures beyond measures of 
internment or assigned residence within the occupied territory, and even these may be 
taken only for imperative reasons of security. 

These are a few of the provisions it was important for us to be reminded of and which we 
all know have not been obeyed. 

Yet the applicability of the Geneva Conventions both to combatants and tociviliansisa 
principle on which the International Committee of the Red Cross is most adamant, as ithas 
not neglected to point out. 

We must also dispose of an argument which has sometimes been used by the authorities 
in Israel when replying to the questions of persons making inquiries there. Certain Israeli 
authorities have claimed that, while the Palestinian prisoners could not ‘of course” enjoy 
the protection of the Geneva Convention (since they were a gang of terrorists, etc., etc.),in 
actual fact the humanitarian provisions of Geneva law were obeyed where they were 
concerned. What in the world can be left of the humanitarian law of Geneva in the absence of 
compliance with the provisions referred to above, which prohibit, for example, the 
interrogation of prisoners in the presence of hooded informers and all other vile practices 
we have been talking about? 

The occupying power is, moreover, obliged to provide full particulars of places of 
detention. Yet apart from the famous El Ansar camp (the number of whose inmates remains 
most uncertain) no information on any place of detention has been provided. From 
information obtained on the spot we know that other places of detention exist, not only in 
South Lebanon but in Israel too. The most recent information which has reached us on 
places of detenfion in Israel is contained in the report brought back by Driss Anwar, of the 
International Centre for Information on Palestinian and Lebanese Prisoners, Deportees and 
Missing Persons. 

In response to the expressions of concern we have heard during our proceedings here 
with regard to the fate of the prisoners, I must tell you that in Paris we have taken the 
initiative of setting up this international information centre on the Palestinian and 
Lebanese prisoners, deportees and missing persons which has undertaken to collect 
information from all quarters and tocirculate it with particulars of sources. Consequently, I 
hope that once we are able to function normally - andI trust this will be before long - we shall 
be not only providers but also collectors of information. All those who possess any 
particulars may send them in to us and we will see that they are circulated. Over and above 
the concern felt for the prisoners, deportees and missing persons - for we tend to forget that 
there are a great many people missing - there is the dramatic situation of the whole 
Palestinian population of Lebanon. The armed protection of the PLO is no longer there. The 
health services of the Red Crescent no longer exist; it has been totally dismantled, its bank 
accounts have been confiscated, its staff arrested as ‘terrorists’, its hospitals bombed, 
evacuated or moved. There is no longer any proper protection for the Palestinian 
population. Not only does that population live in continous fear, in view of the massacres at 
Sabra and Shatila, it lives in the most utter uncertainty as to its future. The fate of the 
Palestinian population of Beirut and South Lebanon should visibly be a subject of disquiet 
not merely for the parties directly interested but for the whole of the international 
community. 

This is an international duty which must be discharged by discussion and debate and by 
decisions on the international level. The future of this unhappy population must become the 
responsibility of the international community. 
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CHAPTER III 


THE LIABILITIES INVOLVED AND 
THE SANCTIONS INCURRED 


I. CLEAR EVIDENCE OF RESPONSIBILITIES AND 
THE SEARCH FOR REALISTIC FORMS OF ACTION 


Charles Chaumont, 
Professor at the University of Nancy. 


During our proceedings here a certain number of points have been 
established, in fact and in law. To start with, we have here the most 
moving, the most heartrending, personal testimonies - testimonies 
which establish beyond all possible doubt the overwhelming responsi- 
bility of the Israeli government. We have been aware for years now of 
that overwhelming responsibility with regard to the Palestinians; but 
now, with the invasion of Lebanon, it has taken on a new form. I believe it 
has been established that it goes a very long way back. It has been 
established, or at least recalled, that its origins are bound up more or 
less with the circumstances in which the state of Israel was created. I 
will not go further into this aspect of things, which would seem to 
belong to a distant past; but I feel itis the circumstances which existed 
in that distant past which explain the present situation, through a 
diabolical process of cause and effect. I am referring here in more 
particular to the fact that Palestine, as a result of the British mandate, 
was not placed under a régime of trusteeship, and Iam alsoreferring to 
the fact that, whereas an alternative arrangement was found by the 
General Assembly in 1947, it was not put into effect, since no Arab state 
was created. I believe also that it has been more or less established, or at 
least may be readily supposed, that the most recent events - the 
invasion of Lebanon in particular - form part of a scheme for a future 
protectorate or semi-protectorate over Lebanon. It seems to me to 
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matter little whether this scheme is prompted by the desire to do away 
with the body representing the Palestinian people and with Palestinian 
resistance or whether, conversely, the desire to put an end to 
Palestinian resistance has afforded the pretext for the invasion of 
Lebanon or the establishment of a protectorate over that country; I 
believe these are merely two aspects of a single reality or a single 
project. And this, too, is one of the points which must be included in a 
draft declaration. 

It has been established that Israel, throughout the long years which 
have elapsed, and in any casein a particularly intensive manner during 
the past few months, has committed aggressions. Here again, it matters 
little whether we consider that there has been a sort of general 
aggression which may be held to have started as long ago as 1947-1948, 
or whether we prefer to see it as a chronological series of aggressive 
activities assuming visibly their severest and most intensive form in 
June 1982 and thereafter; I consider that from the legal point of view the 
result is just the same. By this I mean that whatever our conclusions on 
the nature of its acts of aggression the policy of the Israeli government 
as revealed by such conduct is contrary to the explicit undertakings 
accepted under the United Nations Charter, and also contrary to the 
resolution of 14 December 1974 approving the definition of aggression, 
which, I would remind you, was adopted by consensus. 

Without in any way needing to adopt an exaggerated interpretation 
of things, one may also consider that there is a permanent state of 
aggression against the Palestinian people. The definition of aggression 
itself provides that aggression may be perpetrated “in any other 
manner inconsistent with the Charter of the United Nations’, and not 
merely in inter-state relations: thus, for example, an act of aggression 
may be committed when there is infringement by armed force - and 
when we speak of armed aggression we naturally refer to armed force- 
of one of the vital provisions of the Charter such as that contained in 
Article 1 §2; this, as you know, asserts and ensures the right of peoples 
to self-determination and introduces this right once and for all into 
international law. 


It has been established here, once again, that there is a right of self- 
determination for the Palestinian people,and consequently (whether 
we base ourselves on Art. 1 §2 of the United Nations Charter or on 
Art. 1 of the definition of aggression) acts of aggression within the 
meaning of the Charter are committed against the Palestinian people 
where there is hostile action whose target is either that people or its 
unquestioned and unquestionable representative body, the PLO. 

It has further been established that by virtue of the circumstances 
and manner of the Israeli intervention in Lebanon, including the part of 
that intervention affecting the Palestinians, there has been violation of 
a series of cardinal and essential international commitments which are 
very naturally contained in the Geneva Conventions governing 
humanitarian law and were previously expressed in more general 
terms in the Hague Conventions; it should, in fact, be pointed out that 
they date back to an earlier customary law. 

I will add, moreover, that in the Geneva Conventions there is alsoa 
provision stating that, independently of any specific or special 
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undertakings, and of the category to which the combatants may belong, 
the elementary norms of civilized existence must be applicable in any 
military operations. Yet who can deny - and this is where our meeting 
and the eye-witness accounts we have heard acquire their full value - that 
these elementary norms of civilized existence have been violated by the 
Israeli government? 

In these circumstances - and this will be my final point - what is to 
be done and what are the measures to be envisaged? This is one of the 
problems forming the subject of our meeting here - I mean the problem 
of responsibilities and sanctions. The requisite legal sources exist. The 
Convention on Genocide has been mentioned, and so has the resolution 
adopting the definition of aggression, to which I referred a moment ago, 
Article 5 of which stipulates that the crime of aggression carries with 
it international responsibility. There is also the United Nations 
Charter, which provides for a certain number of measures which may 
be taken against states. There are of course all the measures given in 
Chapter 7 to deal with the situation provided for in Article 39, which 
covers the existence of a clear act of aggression or merely of a clear 
threat to peace. I shall not go any further into these; we are perfectly 
aware that in view of the system by which the Security Council 
functions these measures are not feasible in practice, even though they 
are valid in theory. 

A final declaration could contain recommendations for other 
measures, and there are two in particular which might be envisaged. 
Thus: 

a) It could be recommended that UN member states break off diplomatic 
relations with Israel. 

b) The United Nations General Assembly could be requested - as has 
already been attempted during one of its sessions - to apply Article 6 
of the Charter empowering it to decide to expel a member of the 
Organization. 


But although theoretically such measures are perfectly valid, and 
may be considered opportune, we have of course seen only very 
recently how they are dealt with: the U.S. government has threatened to 
stop paying its share of United Nations expenses, and probably even to 
leave the Organization, should Article 6 be made applicable to Israel 
and lead to its expulsion. We can always, if we wish, recommend these 
measures in theory, but let us remain fully aware of what present 
circumstances actually are. 

The essential idea we must bear in mind is the following. Since 
there does not really exist sufficiently convincing and sufficiently 
effective legal machinery at the present time, under present conditions 
of world equilibrium and balance of power, and since there are no 
genuinely legal measures based on the machinery contained in the 
United Nations Charter which can be effective at the present time, what 
we can at least try to do - andI believe this is in line with what I have the 
impression has been one of the fundamental concerns of today’s and 
yesterday’s speakers - is to keep the behaviour of the Israeli 
government constantly in the forefront of international news. Probably 
the best way to do this - for there must be clear decisions as to how to 
proceed - will be to encourage the creation of international fact-finding 
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commissions or commissions of observers in various parts of the 
world, at state-to-state level and under the aegis of international 
organizations, starting, of course, with our own. These commissions 
would have a dual objective. In the first place they would keep a very 
strict and clear watch on the conduct of the Israeli government so long 
as that government had undergone no basic change, or in other words 
so long as there had been no occurrence vitally affecting the structure of 
the Israeli state. In the second, if it were observed that the Israeli 
government persisted in its present behaviour under a variety of future 
forms which may be readily imagined, they would publicly denounce it 
and ceaselessly recommend to states and organizations alike that the 
attention of public opinion be drawn to such behaviour. This looks like a 
very paltry substitute for spectacular sanctions; but in reality it is the 
only way to exert pressure and achieve some sort of results, as was 
shown in the past by the gradual progress in public opinion on the war 
in Vietnam. 

In closing, let us remind ourselves that there can of course be no 
question of making the Jewish communities of the world and of Israel 
itself responsible for what has been done, nor, conversely, of making 
the past sufferings of the Jews an excuse for such acts. Crimes are 
crimes, whatever the circumstances, and they must be denounced by 
international opinion. 


II. THE ISRAELI AGGRESSION IN LEBANON AND 
THE CONDITIONS FOR PEACE IN THE NEAR EAST. 


Alexandre Sukharev, 
Vice-Minister of Justice of the U.S.S.R., Vice-President of the 
Association of Soviet Lawyers. 


The Association of Soviet Lawyers thoroughly approves the 
initiative taken by the I.A.D.L. in convening this conference. 

The Israeli crimes described by the witnesses who were in Lebanon 
are beyond all doubt international crimes, and are the outcome of the 
policy pursued by Israeli governing circles for the past thirty-five 
years, in defiance’ of international legislation and of the many 
resolutions of the United Nations addressed to the international 
community and to Israel itself. Moreover, the theory and practice of the 
Zionists in Israel has in the past few years become more and more 
openly racist: the bloodbaths they have perpetrated on Lebanese 
territory are acts of genocide. 

It is clearly proved that there is not a single clause in the norms and 
rules of the international community - whether the prohibition on the 
use of force for the settlement of conflicts, the rules governing methods 
of warfare, or the conventions applicable to the activities of the Red 
Cross and Red Crescent - which has not been flouted in Israeli treatment 
of the civilian population, the children, the old people, the wounded and 
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the sick, the historical monuments and the cultural property in the 
territories occupied. I repeat: there are no norms which have not been 
openly and barefacedly flouted by Israel. What we have here is a 
challenge to international law as one of the moral assets of the civilized 
world. It is important to appreciate all this from the legal point of view 
and to bring our findings to the attention of public opinion, 
governments and the United Nations. But for the international 
community it is equally important to know the sources of such conduct 
on the part of Israel, the roots from which the Israeli policy of 
aggression and genocide derives its sustenance, and to see who is 
encouraging these acts so totally contrary to law. 

In reality the American professor Franklin Lamb revealed these 
sources in his most convincing speech from this platform, in the course 
of which, on the basis of concrete evidence, he described the distinctive 
features of the most up-to-date American arms supplied to the Israeli 
aggressors for the purpose of massacring the civilian populations of 
Palestine and Lebanon. He showed how anomalous was the position of 
the U.S. authorities, particularly that of Congress, which for several 
years has been making attempts to open the debate on the justification 
for the sale of these terrifying weapons from the point of view of U.S. 
internal legislation. Beyond attempts such as these, nothing, however, 
is being done. The esteemed representative of Israel, Felicia Langer, 
also referred to these same root causes. One may further emphasize the 
singularity of the position of the U.S. on the Palestinian problem onthe 
United Nations Security Council. It is the U.S. which by its veto has 
rejected all the resolutions adopted by the other members of the 
Security Council calling on Israel to halt its aggression. It is the U.S. 
position as concretely embodied in the Camp David Accords and in the 
idea of so-called “Palestinian autonomy” - running directly counter to 
the will of the United Nations - which encouraged Israel first of all to 
reject the Palestinians’ right to self-determination and now to deny 
their right to existence as an ethnic entity. In the U.S. and in certain 
countries in Western Europe one hears talk of Israel’s right to self- 
defence. It is a curious kind of self-defence (comparable only to what 
can be found in the history of German fascism) that has almost doubled 
the size of a territory at the expense of that of other states. And now 
those who inspired the Israeli aggression are presenting themselves as 
pacifists. 

Notwithstanding their talk of peace in the Near East, the realities 
are such that no one, neither Begin, nor Reagan, nor those further tothe 
left or to the right, can evade the essential problem - that of the 
sovereign right of the Palestinian people to live on its land in an 
independent state. This problem arose as long ago as 1947, with the first 
United Nations resolution proclaiming the creation of the Arab state of 
Palestine, and it remains posed today, thirty-five years later. Any 
attempt to elude it will delay peace in the region and will only 
aggravate the Palestinian and Arab problem as a whole. This was the 
idea behind the six proposals for a solution to the problem of Palestine 
and the Arab peoples formulated by the President of the Supreme 
Soviet of the U.S.S.R., Comrade Brezhnev, of which I will remind you 
here. First of all, there is the principle of the inadmissibility of the 
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conquest of territories through aggression. This means that all 
territories occupied by Israel since 1967 - the Golan heights, the West 
Bank territories, the Gaza strip and the Lebanese territories - must be 
returned to the Arab peoples. The frontiers between Israel and its Arab 
neighbours must be proclaimed unalterable. 

Secondly, there must be safeguarding of the inalienable right ofthe 
Arab people of Palestine to self-determination and the creation of its 
own independent state on the Palestinian territory on the West Bank 
and in the Gaza Strip, which must be liberated from the Israeli 
occupation. The Palestinian refugees must be given the possibility 
provided for in the United Nations resolutions of returning to their 
homes and receiving compensation for their property. 

Thirdly, the eastern portion of Jerusalem, occupied by Israel in 
1967, which contains the Muslim Holy Places, must be restored to the 
Arab and Palestinian peoples. Freedom of access to the Holy Places of 
the three religions must be ensured for all worshippers in any part of 
Jerusalem. 

Fourthly, there must be recognition of the right of all states in the 
region to an independent existence beyond the reach of all and any 
threats, and, naturally, to development with respect for one another’s 
rights, for it is impossible to ensure the security of any state or states if 
that of the others is trampled underfoot. 

Fifthly, peace must be restored between the Arab states and Israel. 
This means that all parties concerned, including Israel and the future 
Palestinian state, must undertake to respect each other’s sovereignty, 
independence and territorial integrity and to settle their disputes by 
peaceful means, through negotiation. 

Sixthly, international procedures for safeguarding the settlement 
adopted must be worked out and approved. The guarantors may be the 
permanent members of the United Nations Security Council. 

We believe that the International Association of Democratic 
Lawyers will be able, with the aid of our work here, to make a 
thoroughgoing legal analysis of the events and of the origins of the 
Palestinian problem from the point of view of international law. The 
voice it will be able to raise within the international community will be 
a competent and authoritative one serving to combat misinformation 
and all the various forms of manipulation to which public opinion is 
subjected in the interests of Israel and Israel’s protectors. It is a part of 
our professional and moral duty to show how for Israel and the Israeli 
people the U.S.-Israeli alliance represents a historical dead end. 

We are convinced that, notwithstanding the extremely grave 
consequences of the Israeli aggression, the just cause of the Palestinian 
and Lebanese peoples will triumph. 
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Ill. THE ISRAELI AGGRESSION IN LEBANON AND 
THE PRINCIPLE OF INTERNATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY. 


Vassili Mazov, 


Professor of International Law at the Moscow Institute of International 
Relations. 


The Symposium held by the International Association of Democra- 
tic Lawyers under the title of “The Camp David Agreement - a 
Challenge to International Law’’, which took place in Paris on 29 and 30 
September 1979 and was attended by a large number of distinguished 
representatives of the international legal community, clearly revealed 
that the agreement in question was contrary to peremptory and binding 
principles of international law, and in the first place to the principles of 
self-determination and sovereignty contained in the United Nations 
Charter and in the resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly. 
It also showed that the agreement had settled nothing and was not 
helping the Palestinian people to recover its territory and its rights, but 
was on the contrary leading to fresh conflicts which would threaten 
peace in the Near East. 

The agreement could not be implemented by peaceful means, and it 
would on the contrary require the use of force to impose the will of the 
United States and of Israel on the Palestinian people and the Arab states 
which had refused to acknowledge the Camp David Framework 

The invasion of Lebanon by Israeli troops at the beginning of June 
1982, and their occupation of a part of that sovereign country, were the 
direct outcome of the Camp David machinery, by which the Israeli 
government is attempting to deny the legitimate and indefeasible 
rights of the Palestinian people to self-determination and to the 
creation of asovereign and independent state on its territory under the 
leadership of the PLO. Israel wishes to pursue a policy of separate 
settlements in order better to divide the Arab countries and, above all, to 
annex South Lebanon and turn the rest of Lebanon into a protectorate of 
its own. 

We know that the Camp David agreement is a two-headed 
instrument of aggression in the hands of the United States and Israel. 
Without the economic, political and military support of the United 
States, which are today the chief instigators ofits policy of force, Israel 
would have been unable to launch its invasion of Lebanon and unableto 
pursue its oppression of the Palestinian people in the occupied 
territories. 

The Camp David machinery forms an integral part of astrategy ofa 
frankly aggressive nature and presupposes the use of the United States 
military power for the fulfilment of the worldwide absolutist 
programme of U.S. imperialism, which consist in defending the “vital 
interests” of the United States in those various parts of the world which 
are primarily considered as suitable places for armed clashes. This 
strategy has involved the filling of the so-called “power vacuums” 
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through the creation of military bases, the sending-out of mobile armed 
forces, or the setting-up of military blocs under the auspices of the U.S. 
Under this scheme of things the military weak small states are 
considered as no more than these “power vacuums”, in relation to 
which suitable conditions should be created to enable them to be 
occupied at any moment by the forces of the United States or their allies. 

The internationally illicit acts committed by Israel during and after 
the invasion of Lebanon, the existence of which has been proved by 
countless witnesses and confirmed by the statements made to this 
conference, and which have been described in the reports we have 
heard, are closely bound up with the violation of a large number of 
applicable provisions of international law. In its attempts to achieve 
the political and physical elimination of the Palestinian people, which 
have led to the partial occupation of Lebanon, the Israeli government 
has been guilty of premeditated acts of aggression and breaches of 
Lebanese sovereignty. The Israeli claim to be exercising its inherent 
right of self-defence or self-protection under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter is absolutely baseless, since Israel has been the object 
of no aggression within the meaning of that article. The Israeli 
aggression in Lebanon has led to the occupation and barbarous 
destruction of a large portion of that independent Arab state and of its 
capital, Beirut. It has involved wholesale and systematic violations of 
humanitarian law and other illegal acts on the part of the Israeli 
government, which has been guilty of war crimes and crimes against 
humanity in its treatment of the Palestinian and Lebanese peoples. 

Israel has been guilty of acts against the Palestinians which may be 
qualified as genocide. The Israeli leaders have openly declared that 
their principal objective in invading Lebanon was to put an end to the 
PLO and to exterminate or disperse the Palestinian people as a historic 
entity. The massacres in the Palestinian camps at Sabra and Shatila are 
a concrete example of Israeli genocide in Lebanon, the liability for 
which must in any event be imputed to the Israeli state. 

Under the heading of Israeli breaches of the laws and customs of 
war, we should mention a series of crimes: the deliberate bombing of 
the civilian population and of undefended towns and villages; the 
indiscriminate use of phosphorus, fragmentation and cluster bombs 
and the blockading of the food supplies for the civilian population; the 
inhuman treatment afforded the Palestinian prisoners of war, the 
arbitrary arrests, the deportations to Israel, the torture, and the looting 
of civilian property in occupied Lebanese territory. 

Among the internationally illicit acts committed by Israel in 
Lebanon there are some which are qualified in international law as 
international crimes. We should recall that under Article 19 of the 
International Law Commission’s draft articles on state responsibility 
the internationally wrongful acts of which Israel has been guilty are 
aggression, grave violation of an international obligation essential for 
the safeguarding of the right to self-determination - such as the rule 
prohibiting the establishment or the forcible maintenance of colonial 
domination - and genocide. 


The wrongful acts of a state are qualified as internationa] crimes 
when they consist in breaches of international obligations so essential 
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to the protection of the fundamental interests of the international com- 
munity that their violation is recognized to be acrime by that community 
as a whole and clearly demonstrates that peace has become indivisible. A 
new principle of international law, that of responsibility for 
aggression, should be applicable to the case of the Israeli aggression in 
Lebanon. This principle signifies that the legal consequences of a war 
of aggression are to be based, in present-day international law, not on 
the “right of the victor” but on the identification of the state which has 
been the aggressor and must assume the liability for its criminal act. 
The resolution passed by the United Nations General Assembly on 14 
December 1974 adopting the definition of aggression contains the 
words: “A war of aggression is a crime against international peace. 
Aggression gives rise to international responsibility”’. 

Under the international law now in force, the identity of the 
aggressor is established quite independently of the outcome of the war. 
In the preservation of international peace the principle that wars of 
aggression are prohibited and the principle of the liability of the 
aggressor are both extremely important. 


The qualifying of a war of aggression as an international crime 
means that the aggressor state may be condidered as having incurred 
all forms and degrees of liability - political, material and moral; in the 
present case it means that Israel is under an obligation to make 
reparation or restitution to the Palestinian and Lebanese peoples, and 
that Israel may be the object of sanctions under Articles 41 and 42 of the 
United Nations Charter. 

The responsibility of individuals for acts of aggression and for war 
crimes and crimes against humanity committed when acting on the 
orders of a state, whatever their functions in that states’s 
administration, is provided for under the heading of criminal liability, 
even though such persons do not come within the jurisdiction of 
international law. The Convention on the Non-Applicability of 
Statutory Limitations to War Crimes and Crimes against Humanity of 
1968 provides that in no case can limitation be applicable to war crimes 
or to crimes against humanity, whether committed in time of war or of 
peace, or to inhuman acts committed in pursuit of the policy of 
genocide. The importance of this Convention for contemporary 
international law is inestimable. 

It should be asked why the United Nations have not taken sanctions 
against Israel for the latter’s aggression against Lebanon. The answer 
is that the United States have abused their right of veto on the United 
Nations Security Council and blackmailed the General Assembly into 
abstaining from voting for such sanctions. They have demonstrated 
their connivance in the Israeli crimes by directly supporting the 
aggression on the Security Council, vetoing the resolutions calling for 
withdrawal of the Israeli forces from Lebanon, and by refusing to vote 
the General Assembly resolution denouncing the aggression. 

The support - military, economic, political and diplomatic - which 
the United States has given to Israel for the perpetration of the 
international crimes we have been mentioning raises the further 
question of the international responsibility-of the Unites States in 
present-day international law. It is obvious that the Israeli aggression 
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in Lebanon has once more emphasized the need for recognition of the 
right of the Palestinian people, as of all other peoples in the region, to 
live within a state with permanent and acknowledged frontiers, and for 
the establishment of political guarantees for the peace and security of 
the peoples of the Near East. 

An internationally guaranteed settlement of the Near Eastern 
problem is important on the level of principle. The seperate deal 
negotiated at Camp David on the basis of a dictatorial injunction to the 
Arabs and the crude use of military force must be declared invalid. The 
tragic experience of the past years, in which acts of aggression and 
armed conflicts have been so frequent, shows that neither military 
confrontation nor separate bargaining can solve the very acute 
problems of the Near East; these will be solved only through the 
collective efforts of all the interested parties, including those of the PLO 
as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people. The re- 
establishment of peace in the Near East presupposes the immediate 
withdrawal of Israel from Lebanese territory and from all the other 
territories occupied since 1967, and the restoration of the eastern 
portion of Jerusalem as an inalienable part of the Palestinian state; the 
adoption of measures ensuring that the Palestinian people may enjoy 
its right to self-determination on its own territory, and of others 
ensuring that the Lebanese state enjoys complete sovereignty and 
territorial integrity and that all states in the region enjoy an 
independent and safe existence. This further implies cessation of the 
state of war and the establishment of peace between the Arab states and 
Israel, and the adoption of international guarantees safeguarding the 
settlement in the Near East under the authority of the United Nations 
Security Council. This is the one possible approach for a genuine 
settlement of the problems of the area. 


IV. A NOTE ON ISRAELI RESPONSIBILITIES. 
THE ONE WAY OUT IS THROUGH RECONCILIATION. 


John H.E. Fried 
Professor of International Law, former Special Legal Consultant to the 
United States War Crimes Tribunal, Nuremberg. 


Allow me to make a few remarks which, I think, we have to make as 
lawyers and simply as persons concerned with peace, about the global 
ramifications of the Lebanon war. I refer to the implications for the 
world order as a whole of Israel’s arguments to justify that war. 

First, Israel has argued that it did not make war against Lebanon, 
but only against the PLO, that is, against one particular group within 
Lebanon. And itis true that even while the Israeli bombs were falling on 
the Palestinian quarters in West Beirut, some Israeli soldiers were 
congratulated for that feat by some anti-Palestinian Lebanese in East 
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Beirut. But we have most strongly to protest and reject the notion that 
internal tensions within Lebanon gave Israel the “right” to attack any 
particular group or any particular area there. If the doctrine were 
accepted that any nation is permitted to attack a particular group or 
particular area in another country, the consequences would evidently 
be catastrophic. 

Acceptance of another “justification” of Israel’s war would be 
equally catastrophic. It is the argument that the PLO had no right to 
prepare itself against the onslaught which, as was well known, had been 
planned by Israel for many years. “Look at those PLO units”, the Israeli 
said, “they collected arms and even trained their people to fight against 
us if we were to attack them; this gave us the right to attack them attheir 
homes and camps in Lebanon”. It is to be noted that Israel did not claim, 
and much less prove, that the PLO intended or prepared an attack on 
Israel. In the terms of international law, the Israeli war was an act of 
clear and undisguised preemptive or preventive aggression, just as 
had been its previous attack on the Iraqui nuclear reactor. If the 
doctrine that any country has the right to attack any other country 
because the other prepares for a possible war were correct, the Soviet 
Union would be free to attack the United States today, and vice versa. In 
a world so full of tensions, we must absolutely deny any permissibility 
of preemptive or preventive war. 

The third point I raise is that, since this was a war of blatant 
aggression, we must remember a further general principle of law. Itis 
elementary under domestic as well as international law that he who has 
committed an illegality increases his guilt if he continues in the 
illegality. If A kidnaps B and torture him, A will increase the illegality 
by continuing the torture; and war, my friends, is nothing but collective 
torture. The more an attacking country prolongs its attack, the greater 
the illegality becomes. Hence, it must not be forgotten that the Israelis 
not only disregarded the United Nations Security Council demands to 
stop the attack, but delayed and sabotaged the cease-fire negotiations 
by the device of refusing to treat the PLO as an opponent-against whom, 
they first said, they waged war - and refused to meet and discuss with 
them the ending of the hostilities. This caused enormous additional 
death and destruction and was, under the letter and spirit of the law of 
war and the international legal order as a whole, gravely illegal. 

Finally, if the aggression was illegal, then the occupation to which 
it led is of course also illegal. Israel has no right now to dictate or 
demand that any others, for example, the Syrian and/or the remaining 
PLO forces must leave Lebanon before the Israelis leave. The legal, 
factual, moral, and political situation is entirely different concerning 
these three forces. The Israelis are there as aggressors; the Syrians are 
there under a voluntary agreement between two sovereign States; and 
the Palestinians and PLO soldiers are there as inhabitants (and quite 
many of them as citizens) of Lebanon. The right of Lebanon to take 
measures against or in cooperation with these two groups is 
unquestionable; but this is unrelated to the unquestionable duty of 
Israel to withdraw from Lebanon. 

A word has to be added about Mr. Begin’s rhetorical question, 
“When the goys kill each other, why is Israel blamed for this?” Israel 
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has systematically and for a long time armed and otherwise supported 
the Phalangists, knowing very well the Phalangists’ antagonism 
toward the Palestinians. With great sadness, I have to quote from the 
Judgment of the American War Crimes Tribunal at Nuremberg which 
tried leaders of the infamous Einsatzgruppen, the SS murder units, who 
systematically killed Jews, communists and other “undesirables” in 
German-occupied territories, particularly in the Soviet Union. The 
defendants in the Nuremberg trial argued that Ukrainian, Lithuanian 
and other indigenous units collaborated in these killings because they 
hated the Jews perhaps more than the Nazis did. The U.S. Tribunal 
rejected the argument with strongest indignation, stating that if an 
aggressor first invades a country and then sets one part of the 
population of occupied areas against another (as the Nazis did in 
reviving the pogrom spirit of Czarist times), this is perhaps even more 
condemnable than to attack a country in the first place. 

I would like to close with an optimistic remark. Must we 
fatalistically assume that Arabs and Israelis will continue to hate each 
other, to be what is called “hereditary enemies”? There are two very 
noteworthy precedents to the contrary in recent history. One is the 
German-French reconciliation after World War II. Although the two 
peoples allegedly hated each other for centuries, and in spite of what the 
Nazis did to the French, a friendly spirit prevails between the Germans 
and the French. Perhaps even more astonishing is the relationship 
between Israel and the Federal Republic of Germany. (Israeli 
antagonism toward the German Democratic Republic is based on 
Israel’s anti-communist policy, not on anti-German feelings). After 
World War II, it was assumed that no German could allow himself to be 
seen among any of the people who had been treated so terribly by 
Germany. Yet , now even Germans and Israelis are on relatively 
friendly terms. Do we still have to accept that reconciliation between 
the Arabs and the Israelis is impossible?. 
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TO CONCLUDE PART ONE 


AN ASSESSMENT ON THE POLITICAL AND LEGAL 
CONSEQUENCES OF THE ISRAELI INVASION OF LEBANON 


Jean-Paul Chagnollaud, 
Dean of the University of Nancy and Professor Christian Bruschi ofthe 
University of Lyon. 


This is the report of the mission which was in Israel and the 
occupied territories between 14 and 21 October 1982, the task of which 
was to assess the political and legal consequences of the Israeli 
invasion of Lebanon. It succeeded in interviewing thirty-five 
prominent Israelis or Palestinians and also collected a plentiful 
amount of documentary evidence. 

The aggression committed by Israel against Lebanon must be 
viewed within a more general context. The balance of forces in the Near 
East had been completely altered by the Camp David Accords. The 
‘“‘Framework” agreement, inspired by the U.S. government and 
concluded between Egypt and Israel, contained two sets of provisions, 
those concerning the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty under which the 
Sinai peninsula was to be returned to Egypt, and those relating to the 
autonomy of the West Bank. The peace treaty gave Israel a free hand in 
the north and east, since its security to the south was now ensured. It 
also had the effect of striking a severe blow at the unity of the Arab 
world. For Egypt, by reason of its geographical situation between East 
and West, and of its demographic, political and military importance, 
had been the keystone of Arab unity. 

Israel was thus enabled to look northwards with a view tocreating a 
situation in Lebanon which would lead to the institution of an 
authoritarian government with which it could conclude a peace treaty. 
To achieve this, it had first of all to remove the obstacle of the 
Palestinian question, which had so far been the decisive factor on the 
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Lebanese political scene; whence the Israeli scheme to destroy the PLO 
headquarters in Beirut and deprive the Palestinian refugees of any 
organization of their own. 

The “autonomy” of the West Bank, reluctantly granted by Begin, 
provided him with a conveniently vague framework within: which to 
achieve neither more nor less than annexation. This “autonomy” isa myth. 
The term is ambiguous, and for Begin there has never been any question of 
making it applicable to the territory; it was merely to apply to the 
population, which on the purely administrative, non-political, 
level,was to have its own officials, necessarily subservient to the 
Israeli government, as the village leagues are today. 

Under cover of this so-called autonomy Begin is now seeking to 
annex the West Bank territory, to which he has given the name of 
‘“Judaea and Samaria”, to make it clear that it forms a part of “Greater 
Israel’’. To justify the annexation he is not using the pretext of security; 
he merely claims that historically the territory belongs to the Jewish 
people. 

In order to secure such annexation parading as autonomy, the 
Israeli government is obliged to break down all resistance in the 
occupied territories. Such resistance made its presence particularly 
plain in 1976, in the form of the election of mayors determined to hold 
their own, and since then it has never ceased, as is clear from the 
courageous demonstrations of the last few months, in the course of 
which over twenty young Palestinians have been assassinated. 

The population of the occupied territories braces itself to resist 
with the PLO as its mainstay. Hence the Begin government must 
destroy the PLO, as the Palestinian people’s ‘‘pre-statehood”’ 
institutional structure. It must proceed to eradicate it in order to annex 
the occupied territories. This is the second objective of the invasion of 
Lebanon, since the annexation can be achieved only via the political, 
military and perhaps even physical elimination of the PLO. 

To complete the fulfilment of his plan, Begin still has to deal with 
Jordan, which in his view will have to admit all the Palestinians, 
including those he is counting on turning out of the occupied territories 
as time goes on. It is highly probable that Jordan may be the next 
country Begin sets out to “normalize”. 

The Begin plan, designed to weaken the PLO politically and 
militarily, or even destroy it, was prepared a long time ago. The “Peace 
for Galilee” operation was merely a cloak; the Israeli government had 
been waiting to invade Lebanon and advance as far as Beirut at the first 
possible opportunity. This is clear from the statements made by the 
foremost members of the Israeli government ever since December 1981; 
three months before the beginning of the invasion Shamir declared ata 
meeting of the Herout that he was preparing to rid Lebanon of the 
Palestinians and destroy the PLO. Sharon, Eytan and Begin made 
similar remarks during the same period. 

In March 1982, in his periodical Israel and Palestine Political 
Report, Max Ghilan gave the entire future scenario of the advance to 
Beirut, including the episode of the intervention of the multinational 
force. His sources must have been extremely well informed. There was 
only one point on which they proved inaccurate: the intervention force 
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was not to come into action until after the destruction of the PLO 
headquarters, whereas in reality it did so before, thus obviating the 
physical elimination of the headquarters. The difference is presumably 
to be explained by the fact that Schultz had replaced Haig, though it was 
also partly due to the desperate nature of the Palestinian resistance in 
Beirut. 

The Israeli aggression in Lebanon was thus in no way an isolated 
operation; it was a decisive step in a political programme designed to 
settle the future of Israel and of the Palestinian people. Under this 
programme the Israeli future is made dependent on the achievement of 
a ‘Greater Israel’, which means that the Israelis are condemned to 
continuous expansion, whereas it was perfectly possible to find other 
alternatives affording prospects of peace with the Palestinian people if 
only its right to existence were recognized. Begin is aware that to 
recognize the Palestinian people’s right to existence and hence to a 
state would be to renounce this continuous expansion policy, and this 
he obstinately refuses to do. 

The Palestinian people has grasped the true significance of the 
Israeli aggression in Lebanon and knows that the intention is to 
deprive it of its nerve centres and so reduce it to the condition of a docile 
instrument of the Israeli government. 

We shall thus start by examining the claim that the Israeli 
aggression in Lebanon was justified, and its repercussions among the 
Israeli public, and then go on to its consequences as they affect the 
situation of the Palestinians. 


I- THE ISRAELI AGGRESSION IN LEBANON, 
THE CLAIM THAT IT IS JUSTIFIED AND ITS 
REPERCUSSIONS AMONG THE ISRAELI PUBLIC. 


All aspects of the Israeli aggression were the object of minute 
preparation. . 

On the legal level the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and of Defence 
made ready their arguments, and their legal experts did everything in 
their power to legitimize the act of aggression. The legal arguments 
used very closely follow the political ones, while omitting the 
expansionist aspects; their function is to make the policy of the Begin 
government look more attractive. Are they accepted or refused by the 
various sectors of Israeli society? A moral crisis has developed in 
Israel; how far is it the outcome of a refusal to accept the arguments 
proffered by the government to justify its invasion? 


A. THE OFFICIAL LEGAL ARGUMENTS: A CRITICAL 
EXAMINATION. 


The legal arguments have a dual purpose: they are for both 
international and national consumption. 
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Israel is aware of its isolation on the international scene. However, 
even though it does not overlook the fact that itis going to be listened to 
or approved to only avery small extent, it seeks to justify its attitude for 
two reasons. In the first place, its arguments can be taken over by the 
United States and those few countries which follow in the latter’s 
footsteps and are continuing to support the Israeli government, for all 
of which they provide an alibi for an attitude which is becoming less 
and less justifiable. In the second, Israel is anxious to prove that it can 
be in the right almost alone in the face of all and that its conduct is based 
on the just law which it claims to obey, even though - as the result, it 
claims, of an international conspiracy which is the most recent form of 
the ostracism practised throughout history against the Jews - that law 
may not now be acknowledged. 

On the home front the influence of these legal arguments is not to 
be underestimated. Israeli society claims to be based on moral values, 
and makes little distinction between law and morality; it considers the 
one to be the expression of the other. Thus these arguments are 
designed to placate the moral conscience of the Israelis and persuade 
them that they are in the right and have moral force on their side. Israeli 
society is a recent creation with no historical roots other than in 
Judaism and its moral values, and this it is which accounts for the 
importance of the moral cohesion it is thus sought to encourage. 

The Israeli legal position was defined in a rapid but sufficiently 
complete manner in the Foreign Ministry’s Briefing No 342 dated 18 
July 1982, in a brochure issued in June 1982 by the Ministry of Defence 
under the title of “Operation Peace for Galilee’, and in various 
other briefings on specific points, some of them dating from before the 
invasion of Lebanon and providing justification for it before it 
happened (1). On the argument of self-defence we may cite Note 251 of 
the Israel Information Centre, the note issued by the official spokesman 
for the Ministry of Defence on 12.08.81, Ministry of Defence Note 377 of 
20.09.81, and those of 21.01.82, 31.01.82 and 21.08.82, and also Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs Note 412 of 03.10.82. On the status of Lebanon see Note 
225 (17.05.81), 252(24.05.81), 254 (24.05.81), 257 (24.05.81), and 261 
(31.05.81) by the official spokesman of the Ministry of Defence, and the 
note dated 13.09.82. 

The legal adviser to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Allan Baker, 
and his assistant, who were doubtless the originators of some of these 
notes, received the mission for an interview lasting an hour and a half 
for the purpose of acquainting it with the arguments used by the 
government. In contrast, the official spokesman for the Ministry of 
Defence refused to receive it. 


a) The Israeli theses. 

If the invasion of Lebanon caused such strong emotion in the world, 
this was not merely because it was a case of aggression but because it 
was conducted in manner contrary to the laws of war. These are the two 
points on which the Israeli government attempts to justify itself. 


1. Briefing 342 will be found annexed.to Eric David’s report in Chapter II above. 
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1) The attempt to legitimize the aggression. 

In invading Lebanon for the purpose of attacking the Palestinians 
and the PLO, Israel involved itself in a double legal difficulty. What 
reasons could it give for its aggression against the Palestinians andthe 
PLO, and how could it justify the fact of doing so on the territory of 
Lebanon, a sovereign state? To get round these two difficulties the 
Israelis explain things in the manner we shall now describe. 

Arguing that it was defending itself against terrorism, 
Israel claims that it availed itself of the right to self-defence provided 
for in Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. On page 1 of Briefing 342 
of 18.07.82, entitled “The Israeli operation in Lebanon: legal aspects”’, 
we read: 

“Article 51 of the United Nations Charter affirms the inherent right 

of self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a member state of the 
United Nations. It does not make any exception for armed attack in 
purported exercise of the right of self-determination. 
It is a fundamental principle of international law and relations that no 
state may allow its territory to be used for acts injurious to the 
territorial integrity or political independence of a neighbouring state. 
This principle has recently been formulated by the United Nations 
General Assembly Resolution 3314 (XXIX) dated 14 December 1974 
(Soviet-inspired Definition of Aggression’) and Resolution 2625 (XXV) 
dated 24 October 1970, the Declaration on Principles of International 
Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation Among States in 
Accordance with the Charter of the UN’.” 

Here the right to self-defence is invoked not in relation to another 
state but in relation to the PLO, which is claimed to be a terrorist 
organization. On page 2 of the same Briefing we read: “Thenature ofthe 
operation undertaken by the Israel Defence Forces was to uproot the 
presence in Lebanon of terrorist groups linked to the PLO”’. Thus the 
Israeli government asserts that it has not been at war with Lebanon but 
merely with a terrorist organization stationed on Lebanese territory. 
But is the scale of the alleged acts of terrorism comparable to that of so 
huge a military operation? Israel considers that its gesture of retalia- 
tion was proportignate in size to these acts. It admits that during the 
months preceding the events of June 1982 the northern frontier had 
remained quiet and that the shelling of the villages and kibbutzim by 
‘‘Katiushas” had been less frequent than before. 

It is significant in this connection that the brochure published by 
the official spokesman of the Ministry of Defence on 21 June 1982 under 
the title of ““Operation Peace for Galilee” should begin its justification 
of the invasion by speaking of the purported threats to the civilian 
population of northern Galilee: “For the past 14 years the massive 
presence of armed terrorist organizations in Lebanon posed aconstant 
threat to the civilian population of Israel’s Galilee ...’”’ However, 
Briefing 342, quoted above, which is dated a month later (18.07.82) does 
not assign somuch importance to this threat, which is placed within the 
overall context of terrorist activity against Jews and Israelis in the 
world in general. Mr. Baker took the same line when he stated that the 
events on the northern frontier were not the only ones to be taken into 
account. The Israeli retaliation had been in correct proportion to what 
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had preceded it because the terrorism was very widespread and very 
dangerous. 

For the Israelis the proportionality criterion is to be applied with 
allowance made for all acts of terrorism ascribed to the PLO in places 
other than the field of battle. Thus the assassination committed in April 
1982 in Paris and the attempt on the life of the Israeli ambassador in 
London on 3 June 1982 are claimed to be violations of the cease-fire 
agreement of 24.08.81, which is considered to be generally applicable 
and not confined to one region alone. 

The fact that the PLO is an extremely dangerous international 
terrorist organization is claimed to be proved by the massive presence 
of foreign terrorists in South Lebanon. Mr. Baker gave their number as 
5,000, 300 of whom were Bengalis allied with the Palestinians. 

The U.S.S.R. is claimed to be actively and powerfully supporting 
the terrorist organization, which is not acting in isolation but belongs 
to a world destabilization network (Operation Peace for Galilee, p.65: 
“Proof of Soviet training to PLO terrorists’’). 

For the Israeli government the scale of the operation undertaken in 
self-defence was in the right proportion to that of the attack. If, it 
claims, it had merely been a matter of the firing of rockets over the 
northern frontier of Israeli territory an operation not going beyond the 
river Litani would have sufficed; but the organization was operating on 
a worldwide scale and it was necessary to destroy its headquarters and 
its infrastructure, located in Beirut, and this it is which explains the 
follow-through right up to the capital. The aggression , however, took 
place in Lebanese territory. What attitude does Israel adopt towards 
Lebanon ? 

Since Lebanon is not Palestinian territory, how was it to justify an 
aggression on Lebanese territory which could not but be an aggression 
against Lebanon itself? 

The Israeli thesis on Lebanon is made up of four main points. Israel 
claims that there is no hostility between the two states, but merely 
between Israel and “Palestinian terrorism’’. As proof of this, the 
Israeli official spokesmen put forward the arguments given below: 

Israel is not seeking to prolong its occupation of Lebanon, but 
merely to free Lebanon from the Palestinian terrorist occupation. On 
page 3 of Briefing 342 we read: “Israel has repeatedly affirmed that the 
operation is in no way directed against Lebanon as such, nor against 
the Lebanese people who have themselves welcomed the liberation 
from the usurpation of their country, including their capital city, by the 
PLO and its terrorist groups’. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs even 
went so far as to say: ““We have never occupied Lebanon and we are not 
now thinking of occupying Lebanese territory... What we want is to 
have a free and independent Lebanon whose land is not occupied by 
foreign troops” (Le Monde, 15.06.82, p, 4). It said this ata moment when 
Israeli troops were already occupying the whole of Lebanon south of 
Beirut. 

There is claimed to have been no fighting with the Lebanese 
regular army, which kept at a distance from the scene of the 
engagements. Israel did not set up its own administration, but on the 
contrary restored the authority and effectiveness of the Lebanese civil 
administration (Briefing 342, p. 3). 
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It is further claimed that the armistice agreement of 22 March 1949 
between Israel and Lebanon could not apply because the Lebanese state 
had left the PLO full latitude to violate the cease-fire of July 1981, and 
the cease-fire had also been exploited as a means of giving increased 
build-up to the terrorist organization and re-deploying its forces. This 
breach of the armistice agreement had not in fact been complete; it had 
been a temporary one prompted by specific circumstances. 

The central Lebanese governmentis stated to haveimplicitly given 
its agreement to the Israeli intervention through the local authorities, 
which cooperated with Israel while remaining in touch with their 
government. This it is which is referred to in Briefing 342, when it is 
stated that ‘‘ the Lebanese police, municipal, trade, social and financial 
authorities are functioning with all due contacts with the central 
Lebanese Government departments in Beirut. The local courts have 
resumed their activities after years of inaction and neglect”. 

The intervention, it is claimed, far from being designed to weaken 
Lebanon, was an attempt to restore that country’s sovereignty, which is 
one of the prerequisites of Israel’s own security. 


2) The conduct of the operations. 

Notwithstanding the overwhelming evidence to the contrary, 
Israel claims that it adhered to international humanitarian law. The 
Israeli army is stated to have caused no deliberate destruction except 
such as the PLO had rendered necessary. It observed the UNESCO 
convention of 1954 on the protection of sites: the archaeological site at 
Sour was damaged not by the Israeli army but by the PLO, which used it 
as a munitions dump and barred its access to the Lebanese Directorate 
of Sites. 

The houses and the camps are claimed not to have been destroyed 
systematically, but only where they had been turned into bunkers by 
the PLO. The same is supposed to apply to schools and hospitals. The 
Israeli army, it is maintained, made no deliberate attacks on the 
civilian population, whether Palestinian or Lebanese, and observed the 
provisions of the First Protocol additional to the Geneva Conventions 
(10.6.77) although it had not been a signatory. If the population suffered 
from the Israeli invasion, this was because its members had become the 
hostages of the PLO. 

It is claimed that the Israeli army launched appeals for the 
evacuation of the civilian population and that the precautions taken to 
avoid harming civilians caused serious losses to Israeli troops: Israeli 
soldiers were killed because they had been reluctant to shoot at children 
who were taking part in the hostilities. 

The civilian casualties were entirely due to the fact that the PLO 
had made hostages of the civilian population. 

It will be seen that all the Israeli arguments, whether designed to 
legitimize the aggression or to justify the conduct of operations, are all 
based on the same diagnosis of the PLO as a terrorist organization. 

This fabric of arguments must be demolished point by point, since it 
is the fabric which enables the Israeli government to assert, andto have 
it believed that it is in the right, both on the international scene and by 
Israeli public opinion. 
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b) Some grounds for criticism. 

Israel, while doing its best to take its arguments from international 
law, is deliberately placing itself outside the field governed by the 
norms of that law. This attitude towards it is a revealing reflection of 
the Israeli government’s conception of what law is about: law must fit 
in with its own objectives, and there is no other law than that which 
justifies whatever Israel does. Israel has flouted all international 
decisions, it has refused to abide by Security Council Resolution 242 of 
22.11.67, as it has refused to abide by Resolutions 508 and 509 of 5 and 6 
June 1982, which were, moreover, adopted unanimously. Israeli troops 
broke through the lines of the United Nations forces responsible for 
maintaining peace in the region. 

What are we to make of the Israeli arguments designed to justify the 
aggression? The following remarks may be made in this connection: 


self-defence 

Resolution 36/226A of the United Nations General Assembly 
qualifies the behaviour of Israel towards the Palestinian people as 
aggression. This means it is the Palestinian people, and not Israel, who 
would be entitled to use its right of self-defence. 

To equate the PLO with a terrorist organization is to ignore the 
Organization’s recognized observer status with the United Nations. 
The PLO is a national] liberation movement representing a people and 
providing that people’s institutional structures as a prelude to its 
achieving statehood. This it is which Israel is anxious to deny, for 
anything foreshadowing the future Palestinian state must be 
annihilated. 

Israel includes the bomb outrages committed in Europe in the 
“aggression” from which it claims to have suffered, and denounces the 
U.S.S.R. as the instigator of international terrorism, in an attempt to 
show that in its reprisal action it has satisfied the criterion of 
proportionality; but this is utterly absurd. (On proportionality see 
above, Monique Chemiller-Gendreau’s paper entitled “The right of the 
Palestinian people to existence, to self-determination and to a state’’). 
In the first place, Israel has disregarded the criterion of territory. The 
victim entitled to self-defence must have been attacked on its own 
territory and not on that of other states. In the second place, by 
presuming to take reprisal action against terrorist acts occurring 
within their frontiers Israel has gravely usurped the sovereignty of 
such states as France and Great Britain. Such breaches of sovereignty 
significantly illustrate Begin’s desire to give Israel an unlimited right 
of intervention. 


Relations with the Lebanese government. 


Israeli arguments on this subject are contradictory. How can Israel 
at one and the same time claim that the 1949 armistice 
agreement is not applicable and speak of an implicit agreement 
between the central Lebanese government and its own? 

At the very beginning of the invasion the Lebanese government 
appealed to the United Nations. Furthermore, during the interview he 
granted the mission Mr. Baker was obliged to explain that in order to 
avoid taking over from the Lebanese administration the Israelis had 
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had to beg the Lebanese civil servants to perform their regular tasks; it 
is clear from this that “collaboration” on the part of the said 
administration was not a foregone conclusion. 

The contradictory nature of these arguments is the outcome of a 
more general contradiction in the Israeli position with regard to 
Lebanon as a State. Israel asserts that it intervened to defend the 
sovereignty of the Lebanese state while at the same time it failed in 
practice to acknowledge that sovereignty and indeed actually violated 
it. Thus as early as 17 May 1982 (Israel Information Centre Briefing No. 
220), we find, successively, these two assertions: “Israel supports the 
independence of Lebanon and its territorial integrity and desires 
neighbourly and peaceful relations with it ” and “Lebanon as an 
independent state has in fact ceased to exist’. 

Is it logical behaviour to say that Israel is not at war with Lebanon 
and to take Lebanese prisoners? Halfway through November 1982 there 
were still 1,063 Lebanese detainees in Israel (Le Monde, 10 November 
1982). 

In reality the Begin government’s attitude towards Lebanon is 
contradictory only because it is doing its best to turn Lebanon into a 
protectorate, or in other words a state with limited sovereignty, anditis 
this ambition which explains the apparent inconsistencies in its 
arguments on the subject of Lebanese sovereignty. 

The legal arguments are a poor attempt at concealing the Israeli 
government’s true intentions, and the same may be said of its attempts 
to justify its conduct of operations. 

With regard to the operations themselves the irrefutable and 
concordant accounts of personal experience quoted on subsequent 
pages are enough to deprive the Israeli attempts to vindicate 
themselves of any value whatever. The conduct of certain operations 
has been described in the most accurate detail by doctors and nurses, 
and it is clear from their accounts that it was a matter of systematic 
destruction of civilian targets and systematic attacks on the civilian 
population. 

Furthermore, the Israeli line of argument is invalidated by Eric 
David’s report on the Israeli intervention in Lebanon and the laws of 
war. 
According to UNICEF, the air-raids on Beirut alone caused 29,506 
casualties, fatal or otherwise, among them 11,840 children, 8,688 
women, 2,409 men over 60, 5,469 men under 60 and 1,100 combatants (Le 
Monde, 08.09.82, p.4). This means that the ratio of combatant to civilian 
casualties was 1 to 28, and in view to the extreme accuracy of aim of 
which the Israelis are capable one is led to conclude that the harm 
inflicted on civilians was the consequence of a deliberate choice of 
terrorizing tactics. Terror raids are expressly forbidden by Article 51 §2 
of the First Additional Protocol. The bombing of hospitals and medical 
units is likewise prohibited (First Geneva Convention, Arts. 19 and 21; 
Fourth Geneva Convention, Arts. 18 and 19). The weapons used, 
particularly the phosphorus, fragmentation and vacuum bombs, are 
further proofs of the deliberate choice of terror methods (Le Monde, 
01.07.82, p. 2, 08.09.82, p. 1 and 2, and 28.08.82, p. 3). Phosphorus bombs, 
whose effects are particularly crippling, are strictly prohibited under 
the laws of war (see abovementioned report by Eric David). 


86 


Fragmentation bombs are designed to hit human targets, and they were 
used on a vast scale by the Israeli army (See Mr. Franklin Lamb’s 
statement on a later page). Their indiscriminate and wholesale use is 
confirmed by the statement made by Dr. Giannou to the International 
Commission of Inquiry into the Israeli Crimes Committed against the 
Lebanese and Palestinian Peoples (Nicosia, 15-16.08.82). 

Vacuum or implosion bombs were also used in Beirut. Two of them 
were enough to reduce a 10-storey building housing 200 refugees to a 
heap of ruins ten feet in height (Le Monde, 08.09.82, pp. 1-2). 

The brutality of these operations was such that their culminating 
point was the organization of the Sabra and Shatila massacres on 16,17 
and 18 September 1982, with the help of the Christian militias. These 
were not gratuitous acts to be explained as spontaneous pieces of 
savagery on the part of mobs of soldiers. Presumably Begin had two 
objectives in mind, namely: 

1. The destruction of the Palestinian people’s entire institutional and 
social structures. 

As has already been said, what the Israeli government is anxious to 
destroy is not terrorism; itis anything that may foreshadow or foretell 
the coming of a future Palestinian state, and it was for this reason that 
the health and social services in South Lebanon were destroyed. There 
is an obvious parallel between this desire to deprive the Palestinians in 
South Lebanon of their organized structures and the policy pursued in 
the occupied territories (West Bank and Gaza), where mayors regularly 
elected have been removed from Office, institutional structures have 
been attacked, etc. 

2. A new mass exodus of Palestinians. 

In attacking the civilian population and civilian objectives, the 
Israeli army has been seeking to create a feeling of insecurity, and the 
Sabra and Shatila massacres form a logical part of that same strategy. 

We should remember the case of the village of Deir Yassin near 
Jerusalem where, in April 1948, the civilian population was massacred 
in cold blood by Begin’s men, with the result that most of the Palestinian 
population of what was subsequently to become Israel fled the country. 
The recent acts of terror (which we may qualify as state terrorism) were 
committed with the same end in view. Such acts are designed at once to 
drive the Palestinian refugees of Lebanon still further away, thus 
condemning them to mass emigration yet again, and to instil a feeling 
of fear into the population of the occupied territories, revive memories 
of Deir Yassin, and prompt them to flee in their turn, in preparation for 
the establishment of ‘Greater Israel’’, with land at its disposal from 
which the inhabitants have been removed. 

Is a purported terrorism not serving as a pretext for a terrorism 
which is real and systematic? 

The justification given by Israel will not bear analysis, but does it 
nevertheless convince Israeli public opinion? 


B. THE NATURE OF THE MORAL CRISIS IN ISRAEL 


Israeli society did not fail to react on the morrow of the aggression 
in Lebanon: the Begin government met with sharp criticism in the 
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press, and many soldiers confessed that they were reluctant to take part 
in a war which had nothing defensive about it. 

Rather than obey orders he did not approve, Colonel Geva, who was 
in command of the unit of shock troops which was to lay siege to Beirut, 
preferred to resign from the army. The “Peace Now” movement 
organized huge demonstrations, one of which, in June, rallied 80,000 
people, while a later one in Tel-Aviv on 26 September drew between 
350,000 and 400,000. 

All this is symptomatic of an unquestionable unease. Inan attempt 
to determine the exact nature and the scope of that unease the mission 
interviewed a number of Israeli public figures; it arrived at the 
conclusion that, while a part of Israeli society was effectively suffering 
today from misgivings, this was not a majority phenomenon and at 
least 55% of the population continued to place its trust in the 
government coalition. 

It found that the feeling of unease had not been directly caused by 
the existence of the Palestinian problem, but was the result of a moral 
crisis within Israeli society itself. People were asking whether the 
Begin government’s conduct was in keeping with the moral values of 
Judaism and Zionism. But even if not directly caused by the dramatic 
situation of the Palestinian people, such a feeling might provide fertile 
ground for the maturing of political solutions other than those 
advocated by Begin. 

One may ask whether it is not an artifice on our part to deal in the 
same section of this work with legal arguments and with this moral 
crisis. But this is not the case, since, as was stressed earlier on, in 
Israeli society law and morality are not two separate conceptions, and 
on the domestic front legal arguments serve to cement the conviction 
that morally the Israeli cause is just. Thus any moral crisis in Israel 
necessarily has a connection with law. 


a) The misgivings of a portion of Israeli society. 

What was the feeling common to the 350,000 to 400,000 people who 
turned out on the streets in Tel-Aviv on 26 September in answer to the 
appeal launched by “‘Peace Now” and the Labour Party (Mapai) to 
demonstrate against the Begin government after the Sabra and Shatila 
massacres? And is it possible to determine what sectors of Israeli 
society were represented? 

Without claiming to be exhaustive, we may make the following two 
remarks: 

The demonstrators were mainly Ashkenazim (i.e. of East European 
origin); from eye-witness accounts it appeared that the Ashkenazim 
actually made up 95% of the total number (though we should point out 
that the mission’s informants were themselves Ashkenazim proud to be 
able to tell us that this was so ). Itis the Ashkenazim, the community 
most strongly represented in the first waves of immigrants, who have 
given Israel a number of its fundamental features; they are the 
“establishment”, and for a long time they continued to dominate on the 
political scene. For some among them the victory of Begin (who is 
himself an Ashkenazi) is a result of the increased influence of the 
Sephardim in Israeli society, and especially of the influence of the 
immigrants from the Arab countries, to whom European democratic 
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traditions were absolutely foreign and who are thought to encourage 
Begin’s fascist leanings; this is felt to be particularly soin that they are 
generally prevented by their low level of professional qualifications 
from entering the establishment and held the labour government to bea 
form of Ashkenazi domination. The Sephardim are supposed to believe 
that they were expelled from their countries of origin (as is claimed in 
official Israeli propaganda), and hence to feel violently hostile to the 
Arabs. 

Our second remark, to be taken in conjunction with the first, is that 
a large number of demonstrators belonged to the intelligentsia. This 
sector of the population, which feels that it has helped to create in Israel 
anew society based on the principles of transparency in the conduct of 
affairs, and of democracy, does not see the Begin government as 
personifying its own ideals. It should be specified here that these 
principles of transparency and democracy are applicable to the Jews 
alone: Israel is a Jewish state and the criteria for non-Jews are not the 
same. 

In contrast, the demonstration and the protests did not reveal any 
essential dividing line between the practising and the non-practising 
Jews. Religious circles had been affected in their turn by the feeling of 
unease, and on the political level this has led to more hesitant support 
for the Begin coalition on the part of some of the religious parties. 

Having said all this, we may now ask what were the motivations 
prompting the demonstrators. A minority among them were ready for 
negotiations with the Palestinian people. But for the vast majority of 
the common denominator was different. 


1) The common denominator uniting the majority. 

The people who protested against Begin’s policy were in general 
prompted to do so by two different feelings, namely: 

(i) Though Israel must place its own security before all else, Begin 
does not necessarily safeguard that security in the best way. 

(ii) The Begin government is not pursuing a policy in keeping with 
Israel’s innate moral values. 


Israeli security and how to safeguard it. 


Despite their severe criticism of the government coalition, very few 
of the Israelis interviewed stated that the security of Israel was not 
their primary concern. Israel was regularly presented as the potential 
victim of aggression, and the PLO as a terrorist or at least an extremist 
organization. 

These Israeli opponents of Begin feel that since their state is still 
only 34 years old it remains fragile notwithstanding its military 
strength. But they do not feel that the need for security justifies 
everything which happened in Lebanon, and it is here that they are in 
disagreement with Begin. 

At the outset very few Israelis disapproved of the invasion, which 
they were given to understand was an operation designed to ensure 
peace in Galilee. But it subsequently became clear from the crossing of 
the Litani and the advance to Beirut, which were not in keeping with the 
official objectives of the intervention, that Sharon had been lying about 
his true purpose, and his lies caused strong indignation. 
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The sufferings inflicted on the civilian population have given 
uneasy consciences to a large number of Israelis, who have begun to 
doubt the “humanity” of their high command and whose doubts have 
been tragically justified by the Sabra and Shatila massacres. These 
massacres have also, they consider, proved that to occupy Lebanon was 
to walk into the Lebanese hornets’ nest (a conviction doubtless 
strengthened by the destruction of the headquarters in Sour), and 
remain caught up in the permanently latent civil war between the 
various Lebanese political splinter groups. 

Beneath the surface of this disapproval of the occupation there also 
lies a hostility tothe expansionism of the Begin government, whichitis 
feared may finally do harm to Israeli security itself, and a feeling that 
Israeli security could be safeguarded in other ways. 

The peace with Egypt continues to provide the criterion for 
reference. It is felt that if Israel has succeeded in making peace with one 
Arab state it can make it with others. This does not mean there is any 
question of negotiating with the PLO, which is still equated with a 
terrorist organization, or of agreeing to the creation of a Palestinian 
state. But it is agreed that the warmongering violence of the Begin 
government leads nowhere and that the right way out is through 
diplomatic channels. 

As the mission was told by MrA. Burg, the son of the Minister ofthe 
Interior but at the same time one of the leaders of the Committee of 
Soldiers against Silence and of the “Peace Now” movement, peace can 
be secured only by seeking peace; it cannot be secured by seeking war. 

Begin’s policy to date has cost the lives of nearly 450 Israeli 
soldiers, and this is a high enough price to have raised doubts as to the 
desirability of security in the Begin manner. It should be pointed out 
that the crack units which formed the vanguard of the invasion forces 
are mainly composed of members of the left-wing kibbutzim who make 
it their duty to be first-class soldiers, and we were told that a hundred 
and fifty of the fatal casualties belonged to this category. The Left 
considers it is paying avery high price for a policy it does not espouse 

To conclude on this point: though “Peace Now” and those who feel 
that it represents them have not put forward any specific solution tothe 
problem of security, they are in favour of a political and negotiated 
solution and reject the idea of using war to achieve peace; they also 
reject Begin’s expansionism, which they find exaggerated. They 
continue to reason in the light of Israeli security and do not fully 
recognize the national rights of the Palestinian people, and thus have 
not broken with the assumptions habitually to be met with in Israeli 
political life; but their will to peace, to which the relentless 
pursuit of the government s policy is in direct opposition, may prompt 
them to go a number of steps further. 


The moral aspect 

In order successfully to grasp this moral aspect, one must bear in 
mind that the majority of Israelis are convinced that their state meets 
the demands of very high moral aspirations. Such aspirations were 
perhaps to be found in the past in the kibbutzim, which exalted 
community life and hence democracy, transparency in the conduct of 
affairs, and the desire to build a new human being different from the 
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stereotype of the downtrodden ghetto Jew and conforming to 
humanist principles. The moral crisis is the result of doubt as to 
whether the Israeli state and Israeli society still respond to these 
aspirations, and the doubt gives place to fear that Israel may lose the 
image it imagined it had acquired for itself, and also lose its honour. 

This doubt has crept in with regard to three of the notions involved, 
with which we shall now deal. 


Transparency in the conduct of affairs. 

What does “transparency” signify in Israel? 

It means that the State possesses no private field which it may keep 
hidden from society, but is itself the expression of society, from which it 
has no right to conceal any information or the content of any 
discussions which concern it. The press thus makes full use of the 
freedom it is officially acknowledged to possess. Whether such 
transparency is a myth or a reality is of no importance; what matters, 
on the contrary, is the fact that the Israelis are convinced that it forms a 
basic principle of their State and their society. Now, this principle is 
not obeyed when the men who run the State and are members of the 
government do not tell the truth. The Minister of Defence, Ariel Sharon. 
lied about the true objectives of the invasion of Lebanon. And the 
contradictory statements about the Sabra and Shatila massacres, 
which revealed that lies had been told, were also very ill received. 

It is significant in this connection that the biggest of the 
committees of soldiers should have called itself“Committee of Soldiers 


against Silence”, a title clearly expressing its objective as the 
achievement of transparency. 
Democracy 


The mission was conscious of misgivings on the part of the people 
it interviewed. Was Begin s policy of war not a danger for democracy, 
the beginning of the gradual path to fascism? 

What are considered to be the visible symptoms of this threat? 
There are apparently two principal ones, the first of which is the 
increased influence of members of the army. Thus General Sharon, as 
Defence Minister, imposed his own decisions, and in his person 
military interests took precedence over political ones. Since the army 
is an army of conscripts it is permissible to think that there is nodirect 
threat to democracy; but the prospect of gradual militarization of the 
State is not to be ruled out. Then there are the relations between Begin 
and the State, with Begin and Sharon constantly attempting to have 
themselves approved by plebiscite and so perverting the working of 
parliamentary practice. 

These symptoms are not, however, thought to foreshadow the 
coming of an antidemocratic régime in the immediate future. 


A high level of civilization. 

The Sabra and Shatila massacres, and, for those who learned of 
them, the physical sufferings inflicted elsewhere, came as a shock in 
Israel, for two reasons. There was, first of all, aspontaneous feeling of 
repugnance at the idea that Israelis should have been associated with 
such unspeakable acts, and subsequently there developed a more 


91 


complex reaction relating among other things to one of the ultimate 
aims purported to be those of the Israeli State. 

This more complex reaction will be more readily understood if we 
quote a famous sentence written by Theodore Herzl, the father of 
Zionism, in The Jewish State (p. 45 of the 1960 edition published in 
Jerusalem): ‘For Europe, we would be an outpost against Asia, we 
would be the vanguard of civilization against barbarism”. Israel, 
notwithstanding its geographical position, has always wished to 
distinguish itself from the surrounding countries, whose level of 
civilization is generally considered by the Israelis to be below their 
own. The absence of the death penalty (except in the case of Eichmann) 
is frequently cited as a mark of an advanced civilization resembling 
that of the European countries. 

In the legal sphere this desire to have everyone, including non- 
Jews, benefit from a civilization held to be superior is reflected in the 
dispute between the judge Haim Cohen and the Ministry of Defence over 
the Druses of the Golan. Haim Cohen, the former President of the 
Supreme Court, who is now active on the Citizen’s Defence Committee 
(and was away from Israel while the mission was there) had denounced 
the abuses of rights committed in the Golan at a press conference held 
on 15 April 1982. The ambiguousness of his position - like that of earlier 
decisions of the Supreme Court making Israeli law enforceable in the 
occupied territories - lies in the fact that the very requirement that the 
same law be made applicable to those who are Israeli citizens and those 
who are not, in order to provide for the safeguarding of fundamental 
human rights, involves the annexation of the said territories as a part of 
Israel, as has already been achieved in the case of the Golan. 

This same conception is reflected in two significant remarks which 

many Ashkenazi Israelis were heard to repeat: 
‘What is normal for the neighbouring countries cannot be norma] for 
us” and ‘‘We shall end up by becoming like our neighbours”. These 
people believe that the numerical superiority of the Sephardim among 
the population will in the long run make Israel closely resemble its 
neighbours. 

What are we to think of this more sophisticated reaction? It is 
inspired by ethnic or racial discrimination, and the feeling of possess- 
ing a superior civilization. Yet if, during the war in Algeria, 5,000,000 
French had demonstrated against the tortures and other physical ill- 
treatment of which the French army was guilty at the time, even 
supposing they had done so in the name of a superior European 
civilization, the event would have been an important one which would 
have had an influence on the development of the conflict. 

Thus in the consciences of those who protested against the policy of 
Begin the moral crisis was inseparable from their image of the Israeli 
State. That image is an extremely flattering one, and this explains their 
fear that with Begin Israel might ultimately lose its honour. So much 
for the motives behind the big demonstration of 26 September in Tel- 
Aviv. 

For the moment this event has not had any important 
repercusSions, and the setting-up of the commission of enquiry into the 
Sabra and Shatila massacres is not the only reason. 
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The huge demonstration made it clear that Israel was not to be 
identified purely with Begin but was also partly made up of the 
marchers in Tel-Aviv who had saved its honour, and it was the saving 
of its honour which essentially mattered. The marchers had first of all 
needed to save that honour in their own eyes, and we were told they felt 
they had “done themselves good ” by producing soenormous aturn-out 
and recovered their hope of being able to keep Israel on the path they 
wished it to follow. They also needed to save it in the eyes of 
international public opinion, which has since been enabled to season its 
verdict with regard to Israel. And lastly, to save it in the eyes of the 
diaspora. Among the Jews of the diaspora, especially those of the 
American Jewish community, Israeli honour had suffered badly as a 
result of the events in Lebanon, and the support of the diaspora is vital 
for Israel. Thus a further purpose of the Tel-Aviv demonstration was to 
save Israeli honour for the diaspora. 

The common denominator uniting the immense majority of 
demonstrators was thus a feeling of moral unease relating to Israeli 
society itself and not embracing the Palestinian question. But this 
feeling may perhaps set in motion some further dynamic. A minority 
within the protest movement has already at this stage gone much 
further. 


2) A different approach representing an infinitesimal minority 

This minority comprises the members of the Committee against the 
War in Lebanon, the Committee in support of Bir Zeit University, the 
founders of the committee of soldiers entitled “There is a Limit’’, the 
Jewish members of the C.P.. and certain members of the Sheli party, 
such as Uri Avnery, who had no hesitation in going to see Yasser Arafat 
in Beirut in July - without his party’s permission, however. It is a 
minority which is infinitesimal, representing no more than 2 to 3% of 
all Israelis (not counting the Israeli Arabs of course), and would appear 
to have a degree of influence among intellectuals only. 

Can its influence increase? It would not appear so in the immediate 
future, unless something happens to unfreeze Israeli opinion (2). But it 
is a minority which is putting up a courageous fight. Let us take as our 
illustrations its support for Bir Zeit University and its work among the 
soldiers. 


Support for Bir Zeit University. 

This University, near Ramallah in the West Bank occupied 
territories, is in danger of being closed down by the authorities, anda 
committee for its support has been set up in the Israeli universities. The 
mission was able to meet its members at Bir Zeit itself and to watch a 
demonstration it had called out. 

While admittedly the activity of the committee is partly to be 
explained by the normal solidarity between universities, its true 
driving force is the will to back up the Palestinian people in its struggle 


2. In a public opinion poll for Yediot Aharanot, 11% of all those questioned stated that 
they agreed with the idea of a Palestinian state in Gaza and on the West Bank, but we do not 
know whether the Israeli Arabs were included in the poll. 
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against the denial of its fundamental rights, one of which is the right to 
education. 


“There is a Limit”’. 

As has already been explained, the Israeli army is notisolated from 
ordinary society, mainly because reservists are obliged to serve for a 
month every year up to the age of 45. It is among the reservists that the 
committees of soldiers have grown up, and not among the professional 
soldiers or the conscripts, and there are two reasons for this. In the first 
place, the reservists are subjected to aless severe discipline, since they 
are not regular soldiers, and in the second they are able to view the 
army within a wider perspective. 

There are two committees of soldiers, Soldiers against Silence, 
which has already been mentioned and has considerable influence, and 
“There is a Limit’, whose influence is rather less. 

In the title of the latter the word “limit”? has a dual meaning, 
referring at once to the geographical expansionism of the Israeli 
‘Empire’ for the achievement of “Greater Israel’ and to the need to call 
a halt to Begin’s policy: since there is no military solution to the 
Palestinian problem there must be readiness to envisage a political 
solution involving recognition of the Palestinian people. 

The lies told by Sharon are held to be the outward reflection of the 
policy of Begin, and whereas the main target of “Soldiers against 
Silence” is Sharon, who is accused of violating the principles of 
transparency in the conduct of Israeliaffairs, “There is a Limit” openly 
declares itself to be amovement against Begin’s policy andits founders 
proclaim themselves to have aims very close to those of the committee 
against the war in Lebanon which condemned the intervention at the 
outset. 

What has “There is a Limit” done so far ? In mid-July it secured 350 
signatures for a petition condemning the invasion of Lebanon and 
calling on soldiers to refuse to take part in it. A few soldiers 
(somewhere between 5 and 10) actually refused to serve in Lebanon, and 
“There is a Limit” backed them up. The repression exercised against 
them took an insidious guise: the army avoids imprisonment, which 
might have political repercussions, and uses economic pressure 
instead. Reservists, after all, have families, and if they refuse to serve 
the authorities do their best to make social outcasts of them by 
depriving them and their families of all welfare benefits. After Sabra 
and Shatila the number of signatures to the petition rose to 1,100 though 
the creation of a commission of inquiry led to a certain slackening off. 

But since the occupation of Lebanon is continuing andthe number 
of Israeli soldiers there is on the increase, it is to be anticipated that 
more and more will refuse to go and that still larger numbers will join 
“There is a Limit’. In contrast, a call to refuse to serve in the occupied 
territories on the West Bank would not be obeyed. 

Since the army is a basic feature of Israeli society, the feeling of 
unrest within it is going in the long run to have serious political 
repercussions, though there is nothing to suggest that the army as an 
institution will actually be called in question. The resignation of 
Colonel Geva and the protest made by Mitzna, the Head of the military 
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college, were individual reactions, which do not show that there is as 
yet an institutional crisis. 

The mission did not have time to assess the degree of impact of this 
minority movement on legal circles, and there are merely two remarks 
which may be made here. 

The first is that for a long time now there have been lawyers (such 
as Felicia Langer and Lea Tsemel) who have been engaged in a difficult 
and courageous fight to secure respect for the fundamental rights of the 
Palestinians. The second is that several eminent lawyers have made 
clear their wish to dissociate themselves from the Begin government, 
while not, of course, actually taking sides with the above minority. 

The reasons and arguments prompting the reactions of university 
and army circles are of a quite different sort from those of the majority 
of people who feel that the ‘‘Peace Now” movement represents them. 
These circles are not concerned first and foremost with the security of 
Israel, and if there is a moral aspect involved it is not connected with a 
doubt as to whether the moral values of Israel are being preserved but 
with the fact that Israel is denying the rights of the Palestinian people, 
which is something the people who run these minority committees 
refuse to countenance. Their totally different view of things involves 
recognition of the Palestinian people and of its national rights; it also 
potentially involves negotiations with the PLO and acceptance of a 
Palestinian state. 

There are, however, other critical attitudes towards the present 
position of Israel which deserve to be mentioned and which resemble 
neither that of the majority nor that of the minority within the 
movement of protest against Begin’s policy. 


3) Individual points of view. 

The mission felt that two of these points of view were worth noting 
as specially significant in the light they cast on the possible ways out of 
the moral crisis at present affecting Israeli society. One of the two was 
expressed by Professor Leibovicz, a moral, spiritual] and intellectual 
authority greatly esteemed and much listened-to in Israel, and the other 
by Dany Rubinstein, a journalist who has a very concrete way of 
looking at things. The two base their respective arguments on very 
different premises, but their conclusions are relatively similar. 


Professor Leibovicz. 

Professor Leibovicz, who is nearly eighty, is an orthodox Jew and a 
man of encyclopaedic culture. He speaks ten languages. Last year he 
published an article in the Jerusalem Post entitled “The road to 
catastrophe”, in which he adopted a line already previously put 
forward by himself as long ago as 1968 in an article in Ha’aretz. 

Professor Leibovicz considers that on the 7th day of the Six Day’s 
War Israel embarked on an annexationist and colonialist policy and 
made the decision to turna posteriori what might have been adefensive 
war into a war of conquest. The Israeli State thus became a conquering 
power; its “glorious” victory marked the beginning of the process of 
Israeli decadence. The policy being pursued today by Begin was 
initiated by the Labour governments, which themselves had as their 
watchword: ‘“‘There is no Palestinian people’’. This annexationist and 
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colonialist policy is not a direct outcome of the original Zionism, which 
Professor Leibovicz still believes to have stood for the political and 
national independence of Jewish people: it is now merely a question of 
knowing what the-JJewish people is going to do with that independence. 

The catastrophe anticipated by Professor Leibovicz will be at once 
internal and external. On the home front colonialist policy is engender- 
ing constantly increasing brutality. All the country’s resources are 
being used to maintain its domination over another people, and the 
difficulties arising as a result could well lead to fascism. Abroad, there 
is a permanent state of war to the death. 

The Lebanese war marks a Stage on the road to the catastrophe. Itis 
the inevitable consequence of colonialism and is in itself a crime, the 
outcome of the anathema of Israeli domination of another people. 

Professor Leibovicz considers that the commission of inquiry set 
up after the Sabra and Shatila massacres is primarily an attempt to 
create a diversion, for the basic problem is a political and not a legal 
one. 

The one way of avoiding the catastrophe would be to recognize the 
existence of the Palestinian people and its right to a state on the West 
Bank and in Gaza; the one solution is a return to partition, even if it 
means partition of Jerusalem as well. 

Professor Leibovicz wished to conclude with a word on the question 
of religion. He does not consider that in Israel there is a religious 
problem as such; the State is 100% secular. But the primitive nationa- 
lism fomented by Begin makes a fetish of the nation-state of Israel, 
which has become the object of a kind of worship comparable with that 
associated with the biblical golden calf. It is extremist nationalism 
expressing itseli as a religion. Begin is not a religious man; he has 
adopted Judaism as a fertilizing agent for Jewish nationalism, as 
Maurras used catholicism in France. 


The journalist Dany Rubinstein. 

Dany Rubinstein works on Davar, which has Labour sympathies. 
When questioned on the moral crisis in Israeli society, he laid the main 
emphasis on the high cost of the policy pursued by Begin, first of all in 
human lives but also from the moral point of view. Two nations were 
living on the same land, and Israel, which had the power on its side, was 
seeking to increase its superiority still further and was increasing the 
severity of its domination over the Palestinians in order to safeguard 
its own security to a maximum. 

Even if - according to Rubinstein - the occupation on the West Bank 
and in Gaza was less harsh than similar occupation elsewhere, it must 
necessarily obey the same rules as any other domination of one 
people by another and could lead to a system of apartheid on South 
African lines. This is the price which the intelligentsia are not prepared 
to pay, and it is for this reason that it took part in such immense 
numbers in the demonstration in Tel-Aviv on 26 September. And it is 
the prospect of paying this price thatis widening the social, ethical and 
intellectual gap in Israel today between those support and those who 
oppose Begin. 

Rubinstein, who is pessimistic about future developments, 
considers that mutual recognition of Israel and the PLO would 
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represent a big step forward, but that there is nothing to be hoped for 
from Begin, who is pursuing an annexationist policy, and that achange of 
government, though it would not be a miracle remedy, might lead to a 
way out of the deadlock. 


b) The potential political consequences. 

Begin felt himself threatened by the huge demonstration of 26 
September, but contrived to temporize by creating the commission of 
inquiry into the Sabra and Shatila massacres. The commission would 
serve to delay the final political verdict of the Israelis on the invasion of 
Lebanon. Once its report had been published the political situation 
would become more fluid once more. 


1. The task of the commission of inquiry. 

The mission was able to meet David Bartov, the secretary of the 
commission and also secretary to the Supreme Court. But he did not 
wish to anticipate the work of the commission, which had not yet begun 
to meet. 

It had been created under a law passed by the Knesset on 30 
Recember 1968 (and published in No. 548 of the Sefer Hashukim, dated 
7.1.69) and under an amendment passed on 30.12.71. (Sefer Hashukim 
N°, 645, dated 14.1.72). Article 1 of this law stipulates that the 
government, on a question of importance which requires clarification, 
may decide to create a commission of inquiry to investigate the matter 
and report on it. 

A commission of this nature had been set up after the war of October 
1973, when public opinion had questioned whether the Israeliarmy had 
been adequately prepared. It had not found that any reponsibility inthe 
matter rested with the members of the government. 

After a few days’ hesitation the Begin government had decided to 
appoint a commission to investigate the Sabra and Shatila massacres. 
It sought in so doing to eliminate the political aspect of the criticisms of 
which it was the object, and at the same time it fell in with the demands 
of those who were questioning its action. 


The avoidance of the political debate. 

In the interval preceding the publication of the commission’s 
report, the government hoped to gain time by sheltering behind the fact 
that its work was in progress and to make itappearasthough hecrisis 
affecting Israeli society was purely a moral one with no political 
implications. 


Morality and the courts of law. 

The moral crisis had left a section of the Israeli population at a 
complete loss as to where to turn. As has already been said, Israeli 
society tends to confuse morality, law and justice. The judicial system 
in Israel is imagined to be totally beyond suspicion. The commission of 
inquiry presided over by the judge Kahan, President of the Supreme 
Court, was imagined to be the very conscience of Israeli society. In 
setting it up, the Begin government enabled those Israelis who were 
feeling morally ill at ease to turn to a reassuring moral authority. The 
fact that the government should have agreed to set it up reassured the 
Israelis as to the working of their democracy. 
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Begin had apparently merely postponed the day of reckoning: in 
view of the integrity with which the commission was credited, its report 
could be expected not to whitewash him altogether, and this was also 
apparent from the letter sent to nine prominent persons, Begin, Shamir 
and Sharon among them, and made public on 24.11.82. in which the 
addressees were warned that in the current state of investigations it 
looked as though the commission’s conclusions were going to “cause 
them prejudice” (Le Monde, 26.11.82., pp.1 and 7). 

In actual fact the Kahan Commission Report incriminates nine 
prominent Israeli figures, but their degree of liability varies. We will 
concern ourselves here only with those who are members of the 
government. 

Begin as Prime Minister is held to be responsible only to a 
minimum extend for what occurred: the commission merely criticizes 
him for his indifference and concludes with the words: “The lack of 
commitment on the part of the Prime Minister over the whole of this 
affair places on him acertain degree of liability”. The Foreign Minister, 
Shamir, is criticized for his contemptuous treatment of the information 
given him by another Minister, Zapori: “In our opinion the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs was guilty of an error when, after his conversation with 
Mr. Zapori, he failed to take any measures in connection with what the 
latter had told him of the activities of the Falangists in the camps...” 
The responsibility of the Defence Minister Sharon is established in a 
more emphatic manner: “We consider that the Minister of Defence must 
be held responsible in that he disregarded the danger of acts of 
vengeance and of a bloodbath at the hands of the Falangists... These 
false steps of his represent neglect of one of the duties of his office as 
Minister of Defence... We have established that the Minister of Defence 
has incurred a personal liability. In our eyes he should draw the 
appropriate personal conclusions from the faults which have come to 
light in the manner in which he acquitted himself of his duties - andif 
necessary the Prime Minister should examine the suitability or other - 
wise of exercising his authority under Article 21 of the Constitution...” 

We may observe that the commission refrained from establishing 
any direct responsibility: indifference in the case of Begin, scepticism 
in that of Shamir, and negligence in that of Sharon. What it condemned 
was not the entry of the Falangists into the Sabra and Shatila camps, 
but the manner in which they entered. “...We do not assert that in no 
circumstances should the decision have been made to let the Falangists 
into the camps. We consider that no blame could be laid on the Minister 
of Defence if such a decision had been made after examination of all 
relevant considerations...’’ The commission had wished to show that it 
did not place the members of the government beyond suspicion; but at 
no time did it establish a connection between Begin’s policy of 
expansion, the occupation of Lebanon by the Israeli troops, the denial of 
the Palestinian people’s right to existence and what happened at Sabra 
and Shatila. Perhaps this was not its role; but how else explain how 
things had come to such a point? By confining itself to condemning - 
and only by vague hints at that - certain of the methods used, while 
dissociating them from a purpose for which it found justification, the 
commission in fact contrived to restrict the scope of the moral 
misgivings harboured by a part of Israeli society. 


98 


If we are to judge the Report by its immediate results we may say 
that it has served to improve the Israeli brand image without for the 
moment seriously threatening the Begin government. In Israel itself it 
has encouraged the feeling that the country is a genuine democracy 
where that transparency in the conduct of affairs about which there had 
been temporary doubt is a genuine reality. In the diaspora the hesitant 
attitude visible after the Sabra and Shatila massacres has disappeared 
and American Jewry feels reassured. We read in Le Monde (12.2.83): “‘In 
admirable unison, everyone expresses the greatest satisfaction at the 
example of democracy, integrity and justice which the Israelis have 
just given the world. A democratic spirit surpassing what isto be found 
in the United States”’. 

On the international scene many observers have taken pleasure in 
praising Israeli democracy, although in reality the Report has had 
little concrete effect on the Israeli government. A first editorial in Le 
Monde _ was entitled ““An unprecedented scandal” (9.2.83); it led the 
reader to understand that there were to be important changes in Israeli 
political life, either because the electorate would throw Begin out, or 
because the various parties would leave the governing coalition. A 
second editorial ‘““‘The honour of Israel” (11.2.83), while not going into 
the political consequences of the Report, spoke of “an example of live 
democracy which has practically no precedent”. 


2. Potential effects on Israeli party politics. 

The mission was able to meet the secretaries in charge of inter- 
national relations of the Mapam (left wing of the Labour Front) and of 
the Mapai or Labour Party (the dominant party in the Front, under the 
leadership of Shimon Pérés). The solutions to the problem proposed 
respectively by these two parties are not identical and there are distinct 
differences between the two conceptions of Israeli politics. 


The Mapam. 

Its Members (seven in number) abstained from voting in the debate 
on the invasion of Lebanon; they did not wish to vote against it in order 
to merge their votes with those of the Rakah (Communist Party). The 
Mapam declares that it was opposed to the war in Lebanon from the 
outset, opposed to its aims and opposed to the way it was conducted. It 
considers the solution to be a political and not a military one; what 
Begin is seeking to achieve as a result of the war is the ‘creeping 
annexation” of the West Bank. 

The Mapam holds that the starting point should be simultaneous 
recognition of each other by the Israeli and Palestinian peoples. Once 
this was achieved, all territories occupied since 1967 should be restored 
and the establishment of a Palestinian state should be accepted 
provided it were demilitarized. The Mapam does not rule out the idea of 
a dialogue with the PLO if the latter agrees to recognize Israel and to 
abandon the use of terrorism. The Mapam polled 6% of the total votes in 
the last election. The Mapam disapproves of the ‘‘keep right” tactics of 
the Labour Party because the latter’s chauvinism will always be 
outdone by that of Begin. It considers the difficulty to lie in the fact that 
a large section of the “have-not” strata of society approves Begin’s 
policy. 
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For the immediate future the Mapam plans to work for the dual 
objective of peace abroad and democracy at home by pursuing a 
militant left-wing policy which could result in the emergence of a 
bourgeois politically central formation resembling the French Radical 
Party of the days of the Third Republic. There could then be an alliance 
with this bourgeois formation on a programme of peace and democracy 
which could eliminate Begin and his ultras. 


The Labour Party. 

At the beginning of the invasion the Mapai supported it by its vote 
in the Knesset. Did it at that time favour only a limited operation or a 
large-scale enterprise designed to destroy the PLO headquarters? 
Several times over (e.g. in its communiqués dated 12 and 14 June) it 
declared itself hostile to the occupation of Beirut, but it did not call for 
the withdrawal of Israeli troops beyond the Litani. Moreover, in an 
earlier statement we find this sentence: “Israel must also work for the 
creation of international cooperation for the purpose of destroying the 
centres of international terrorism established by the PLO in Lebanon, 
which are a menace to every state in the world”. 

The Party claims, however, that it approved only an operation 
designed not to overstep a25-mile limit. Here we may cite the interview 
given by Shimon Pérés to Le Monde (18.8.82): 

‘“‘When the PLO began to shell the north of Israel, we felt there was 
no way out for Israel other than a military one. The government told us 
at that time that military operations would not go beyond a distance of 
40 kilometres north of Israel. It was this very specific operation which 
had our approval and still has our support. But we are opposed to any 
military penetration into Beirut, opposed to the bombing of Beirut and 
opposed to the blockading of food and water supplies for Beirut”. 

The Labour Party does not hope to overthrow Begin by winning the 
next election if the date is advanced; it is seeking to do so by bringing 
about a change in party alliances before that date. 

The three religious parties, particularly Yossef Burg’s National 
Religious Party, which for a short space had been perturbed and 
hesitant, are today a long way from affording grounds for such hopes; 
since the publication of the Report they appear to have become 
extremely staunch in their support for the government coalition. And 
Begin, having secured a comfortable majority in the Knesset, and 
having by a clever conjuring trick succeeded in keeping Sharon in the 
government while depriving him of the Ministry of Defence, now feels 
sure of himself and is resolved to continue pursuing the same policy. 
For the immediate future it is difficult to see what risk he can be 
running: his position is far more secure than it was in September 1982. 
There remains the verdict of the electorate; but there is nothing to prove 
this will go against him, quite the contrary in fact. The dreaded moment 
of the publication of the Report has passed without for the moment 
upsetting the basic factors which make up Israeli political life. 

Though the “Jordan option” proposed by the Labour Party still 
presupposes a refusal to admit that the Palestinians are a people, it 
does not involve their systematic expulsion from the occupied 
territories, which is an underlying feature of Begin’s policy of 
annexation. But there is only one way of putting an end to the crisis in 
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the Near East and of bringing peace to all states in the region, Israel 
included, and that is to recognize the Palestinian people and the 
organization it holds to be representative of itself. 


II]. THE EFFECT OF THE ISRAELI AGGRESSION IN LEBANON 
ON THE POSITION OF THE PALESTINIANS 


For a really complete analysis of the situation, a study would need 
to be made of the consequences of the war in Lebanon for the 
Palestinians wherever they are: the refugees in South Lebanon and 
those who are held prisoner, the refugees in the other Arab countries, 
particularly Jordan, those who are Israeli “citizens” and, of course, the 
Palestinians of the occupied territories. The time at our disposal and 
the geographical limits set to our mission were such as to enable us to 
examine only the situation of those living on the West Bank and in Gaza 
(3). 

During the long weeks for which the war lasted, the Israeli Arabs 
were doubtless forgotten. Attention was focussed on South Lebanon 
and on Beirut, with from time to time a glance at the occupied 
territories; but the Palestinians of Israel were scarcely mentioned 
either in speeches or in the world press. Yet for them the conflict was 
particularly heartrending: if we except the 1948 war, this was the first 
Israelo-Palestinian conflict on so large a scale, and the basic objective 
of the Israeli offensive was neither Lebanese nor even Syrian, but 
Palestinian. These “Israeli citizens” were thus obliged to witness an 
unequal war against their own people without being able to intervene. 
The situation was all the more tragic in that the Arabs in the north of 
Israel have numerous personal ties with the Palestinians of South 
Lebanon. 

There were big protest demonstrations in Galilee, especially in 
Nazareth, and they were put down with extreme brutality, very probab- 
ly at the cost of several dozen deaths. The mayor of Nazareth, Tewik 
Zeyyad, who is also a Member of the Knesset, was physically expelled 
from the House when, on the outbreak of war, he yelled out his 
opposition to it. 

We were able to meet Tewik Zeyyad. In his opinion it is a “war of 
extermination”; the massacres of Sabra and Shatila are not the first; 
everyone knows about Deir Yassin (4), but there have been a great many 
others, in the region of Nazareth particularly. The aim of theIsraelisis 
thus “to wipe out the Palestinians, expel the Syrians and setup a puppet 
government which would agree to a peace treaty”’. 

Tewik Zeyyad considers however, that for Begin the war has, on 
balance, been a political and military defeat.“On the Palestinian 
question several years’ progress have been accomplished... whereas 
the position of Israel is as bad as it could be’”’. The Palestinians in the 


3. See the appended documents for particulars of how we were unable to visit the prison 
camps. 
4.In April 1948. 
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occupied territories are more determined than ever to refuse the 
autonomy it is sought to impose on them (5).The one way out of the 
Israelo-Palestinian conflict lies, in Tewik Zeyyad’s opinion, in the 
creation of a Palestinian state side by side with Israel; this wouldimply 
“the withdrawal of the Israelis from all occupied territories (including 
the Golan), and self-determination for the Palestinians under the 
leadership of the PLO, their sole legitimate representative”’. 

This verdict on the situation is not surprising: it emphatically 
reminds us - were there any need - of the intensity of the Palestinian 
national feeling inspiring one of the foremost leaders of the Israeli 
Arabs. Yet his personal political demands take a completely different 
form: there is no question of his belonging to the new nation-state 
himself: “We shall remain Israeli Arabs. We shall leave only as dead 
bodies... We shall form a Palestinian national community within the 
Israeli state... We insist on being granted all the rights which Israeli 
citizenship carries with it’. 

This determination to remain on their own soil at whatever cost 
appears to be all the stronger in that the war in Lebanon has revived the 
haunting fear of being expelled from their lands. Tewik Zeyyad 
reminded us that the official in charge of the Northern Region (of Israel) 
had several times repeated that the Israeli Arabs represented “a 
cancer’. It is easy to understand these fears when one is familar with 
the ambitious schemes for Judaizing Galilee, and when one remembers 
the Koenig Report (6) or the more recent Droblés Report. (7) 

On the whole we found the Mayor of Nazareth’s conclusions 
somewhat pessimistic; in a sense they resembled those of Professor 
Leibovicz when the latter spoke of the road to catastrophe. 

Clearly the summer of 1982 was a turning point in the history ofthe 
Israelo-Palestinian conflict, and in the circumstances we feel it is 
necessary to present the various measures adopted by the occupation 
authorities within their overall political context. Any decision, wheth- 
er by the civilian administration or by the military government, has 
Invariably formed part of a specific strategy; since the events in 
Lebanon the implementation of this political strategy has gathered 
momentum, assumed a clearer form, and begun to express itself in faits 
accomplis which in a sense are bringing things to the threshold of the 
irreversible. 

In invading Lebanon Mr. Begin’s government was pursuing a 
certain number of objectives designed to enable him subsequently to 
impose his own strategy for the settlement of the Israelo-Arab conflict. 


5. Tewfik Zeyyad calls it ’Beginomy”’ 

6. Israel Koenig was in charge of the Northern Region of Israel. He was the author of a 
report which was originally secret but was published in September 1976, in which he 
proposed a whole series of measures, primarily designed to intensify Jewish colonization 
and restrict the size of the Arab population as far as possible. We may cite as examples two of 
his proposals: i)’’The government must find a means of neutralizing the payment of family 
allowances to the Arab population... so that only the Jews continue to receive them”; ii) 
*Young Arabs mut be encouraged to go and study abroad and it must be made difficult for 
them to return and to find employment”. 

7. The Droblés Plan for the programming of Israeli colonization of the occupied 
territories. 
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A. THE OBJECTIVES 


These are now well known. We will here concern ourselves only 
with the ones affecting the occupied territories. 

The ’’Peace for Galilee’ operation was essentially intended as a 
means of completely destroying the PLO infrastructures in Lebanon, 
with all the consequences this involved: war to a finish not only with 
the fedayeen, but against the Palestinian civilian population too. Thus 
the refugee camps, considered to be the nerve-centres of political and 
armed resistance, were to be totally destroyed, and the civilian 
population would be terrorized as a result and forced to disperse, or in 
other words to exile itself to some yet further place. 

In view of the all-out nature of the onslaught on Beirut and of the 
type of weapons used, there can be no possible doubt as to the intentions 
of the Israeli army. It used phosphorus bombs on readily inflammable 
objectives or in order to cause direct loss of human life, fragmentation 
bombs in order to hit human targets more easily and cause infinitely 
grave injuries, and vacuum bombs capable of destroying a large 
building following a single hit (8). 

There is scarcely any doubt either as to the desire of the Israeli 
government to kill off the main leaders of the resistance movement. In 
the middle of the war Menahem Begin publicly declared: Arafat must 
be liquidated”. And in a recent interview Ariel Sharon remarked: ”’I 
nee these murderers’ (i.e. the PLO leaders) ’’a present; I left them their 

ives” (9). 

As the Israeli strategists saw it, the uprooting of the PLO in 
Lebanon was to have two series of consequences, namely: 

1) After so fearful a shock, what remained of the Palestinian 
organization would certainly be condemned to split up and to crumble 
away into innumerable fragmentary and splinter groups, some among 
which could be relied on to launch into undiscerning terrorism. Thus 
after being destroyed in the field the PLO would become politically 
discredited in the eyes of world public opinion. 

2) Once rid of the so-called ’’terrorist organization”, Mr. Begin 
would be able to impose his conception of autonomy in the occupied 
territories, since the Palestinian nationalists within these territories. 
would find themselves totally isolated, deprived from now on of the 
very substantial political support previously afforded them by the 
PLO. 

From this point of view the war in Lebanon and the policy pursued 
in the occupied territories represent two aspects of asingle strategy. In 
effect, the war was an essential stage in the implementation of Begin’s 
policy of annexing the West Bank and Gaza. 

It was in this connection that we referred above to the notion of the 
irreversible, and the Palestinian leaders understood the position 
immediately; as early as6 June Bassam Chakaa stated: ’’These attacks 
are a continuation of the war of elimination against the Palestinians... 


8. For example, a 9-storey building collapsed when hit by two such bombs, leaving 
nothing but a heap of ruins a few feet high. Result 200 deaths (Le Monde, 28 August). 
9. Interview given to Oriana Fallaci, 28 August 1982. 
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They are bound up with the oppressive measures adopted by the 
occupation authorities against our nation.” 

In all the people we spoke to, the dominant feeling was national 
pride. The Palestinians are proud that the PLO should have been 
capable of achieving in the field, and for a whole two months, what Arab 
armies had never been able to achieve in any of their innumerable 
encounters with Israel. It had been the Palestinians, fighting alone, who 
had succeeded in resisting the most powerful army in the region - an 
army which, moreover, enjoyed the support of the United States andthe 
connivance of certain Arab countries. The people we interviewed were 
thus loud in their praise of the Palestinian national entity and severely 
critical of the attitude of the Arab world. Once again, the assertion of 
Palestinian nationhood is developing in opposition to Israel and in 
opposition to the Arab states. 

Furthermore, the departure of the Palestinian troops from Beirut 
was taken very well. It was seen as a demonstration of the ability ofthe 
PLO to withdraw from the conflict with dignity and honour in order to 
save the town of Beirut from disaster. 

When all is said, the Palestinian leaders in the occupied territories 
consider that the PLO has come through so difficult a trial with its 
prestige increased. It has won an important political victory, visible 
among other things in the fact that world public opinion should have 
fully discovered the valid nature of the Palestinian cause. This change 
in the situation has been confirmed by a number of diplomatic events, 
the first of which has been the meeting between Yasser Arafat and John- 
Paul IT. 

It may be said with no great fear of being mistaken that events 
in Lebanon have still further increased the determination of the 
Palestinians of the occupied territories (10). From this point of view, 
Mr. Begin’s objectives have certainly not been achieved; in fact, he 
himself recognizes the fact when he violently accuses France of saving 
the PLO. This is a complaint repeated on their own behalf by several of 
the Israelis we interviewed, although they were people of moderate 
views. 

The Palestinians are nevertheless extremely worried about the 
development of the situation on the West Bank and in Gaza during the 
coming months. In this connection, two questions call for an answer: 

1) What are to be the political consequences for the occupied 
territories of the dispersal and departure of the PLO? 

Up to the war in the summer of 1982, the Palestinian national 
resistance movement could look for support to the powerful PLO 
infrastructure in Lebanon. But henceforward the forces of the PLO are 
going to remain scattered over the Arab world, and its institutional 
organization has been weakened. Furthermore - and perhaps most 
serious of all - its high command is roaming about in search of a 
permanent headquarters which is not a dead end - a centre close to the 


10. The resignation, at the end of September 1982, of Menahem Milson, who was at the 
head of the civil administration, was often cited by the Palestinians we interviewed as proof 
of the failure of Israeli policy in the occupied territories, and hence as a proof ofthestrength 
of their determination. 
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theatre of hostilities where the Palestinians could enjoy genuine 
independence. It is something of a problem of squaring the circle. 
Tunis? Damascus? Amman? Cairo? 

In such cirumstances the problems relating to the rebuilding of 
internal structures have assumed primary importance for the PLO 
leaders, together, of course, with the study of the strategy to be now 
adopted. Hence the Palestinians inside the occupied territories believe 
that for an indefinite period they are going to find themselves having 
to face Israel practically alone. As Dr. Hamzeh put it, ’*During the 
coming period, everything is going to fall on our shoulders’’. 

This political juncture would appear to be a particularly difficult 
one for the nationalists of the West Bank and Gaza in that it may 
encourage the emergence of trends favourable to Jordan the followers of 
which might be drawn into a process of negotiations from which the 
PLO would be excluded. 

In this respect, the position of the Mayor of Bethlehem (Mr. E. Frej) 
is highly significant. Just before receiving us he had said, in an 
interview intended for U.S. television, ’’We want peace in freedom... The 
PLO does not recognize Israel’s right to existence, but we do’’. This 
message, designed for public opinion in the United States, appears to us 
to reveal the existence of a potential strategy in which the United States 
and Jordan would play a decisive part. We are not, in fact, very far here 
from the line adopted in the Reagan plan. Butin reality it would be quite 
wrong to supose that the die is cast. The situation is such as to call for 
extremely subtle tactics. Though the Mayor may effectively make 
overtures of this kind, he continues at the same time to proclaim his 
support for the PLO. In mid-November 1982 Mr. Frej published together 
with other leaders from the occupied territories animportant statement 
in favour of mutual recognition between the PLO and Israel in which 
the authors also expressed their support for the idea of a 
rapprochement between the Jordanian government and the PLO (11). 

2) The second question is whether or not the PLO’s political victory 
will be lasting. 

Even though the resistance movement may effectively, in the 
course of these tragic months, have gained very considerably in 
credibility and prestige, there are no grounds today for claiming that it 
is on the road to an overall settlement. All the initiatives recently taken 
by Yasser Arafat - the acceptance of the Fez plan, the reassuring 
interview with the Pope (12), the readiness to negotiate with Jordan (13), 
etc. - would appear to be in the nature of attempts to fasten the PLO to 
political foundations as a prelude to finding its rightful place in a 
process of negotiations. 

There are numerous - and mutually hostile - interests which are 
liable to join forces to prevent the success of the PLO from leading to a 
political settlement involving recognition of the national rights of the 
Palestinians. We will not here go into the intricacies of what is a 


11. Le Monde, 19 November 1982. 

12. Statement by Father Virgilio Levi, Le Monde, 15 November 1982. 

13. The fact that the PLO should have demanded the implementation of the 1947 partition 
plan (Le Monde, 2 December 1982) is to be appreciated within this context. It is certainly a 
very important step. 
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difficult problem, but it is clear that some of the interests and forces in 
question are to be found inside the Arab world. 

Many of the Palestinians we spoke to consider that time is not on 
their side. What, indeed, would remain of the PLO’s political victory if it 
could not be rapidly exploited? Menahem Begin would have his hands 
free to put his strategy into practice, and nothing would really be ableto 
halt him in his intention of achieving the autonomy” of the occupied 
territories in the form of annexation. 


B) THE STRATEGY 


No later than 18 October, when the Knesset reassembled, Begin 
made a speech which left no doubt as to his intentions. A few extracts 
are quoted below. (14). 

’”’ Anyone who Said that Judaea, Samaria and Gaza lay outside the 
frontiers of Eretz Israel or upheld the grotesque suggestion that these 
lands should be annexed by Jordan, would in fact be agreeing to the 
establishment of a Palestinian state governed by Yasser Arafat... If the 
PLO extends its control to Judaea and Samaria they will be totally inits 
grasp... and nothing will prevent it from strengthening its alliance with 
the Soviet Union... It would be an irony of fate if the Israeli Defence 
Forces needed to re-enter Jenin, Nablus, Hebron and Bethlehem to 
defeat the enemy and so return to towns where we were already... 

"Under present conditions, with the autonomy plan we have 
proposed, we may hope for along period of peace... with Lebanon, peace 
should be able to establish itself... and neither Syria nor Jordan would 
be irresponsible enough to attack us... 

“Tf, on the contrary, a Palestinian state is set up in Judaea, Samaria 
and Gaza, even as part of a federation with Jordan, we shall still be 
obliged to live on the defensive... 

”The land of our ancestors rightly belongs to our people; we were 
expelled by force and we are returning by the force of law.” 

These themes are not new. But what matters, we feel, is the fact that 
Menahem Begin should have solemnly re-stated them on the very day 
when Parliament re-assembled after the events in Lebanon. 

The Palestinians in the occupied territories are very much afraid 
that the fulfilment of all the political conditions for the practical 
adoption of this strategy may be imminent. If this should be so, they 
know their determination would weigh very little in comparison with 
the might of Israel. Their anxiety is particularly acute in that they can 
scarcely see any political forces in Israel itself with which it might be 
possible to open relations on a basis other than that of a mere balance of 
power. 

The position adopted by the Labour Party rules out the idea of 
recognition of the Palestinian people’s natural rights quite as 
categorically. The same day, in the Knesset, Shimon Pérés replied to 
Menahem Begin. He began by criticizing the Begin project from a 
demographic point of view: “To annex the West Bank is to endanger the 
existence of a democratic Jewish state and in reality to create a bi- 
national federation inside the Israeli state. What would happen to the 


14. Jerusalem Post, 19 October 1982. 


106 


minority of Jewish settlers in Judaea and Samaria - even ifit represents 
100,000 people - among 800,000 Arabs?... The existence of a Jewish state 
implies a substantial majority of Jews and hence is incompatible with 
the annexation of these territories”’. 

Just as categorically”, Shimon Pérés rejects the possibility of a 
Palestinian state in Judaea and Samaria, because our geographical 
situation does not permit it’. 

At the same time he rejects any prospect of negotiations with the 
PLO, since they would lead to the creation of a Palestinian state. 

Concretely, he proposes to open negotiations with Jordan on the 
basis of a certain number of principles: demilitarization of the West 
Bank, deployment of Israeli defence forces along the Jordan, and 
establishment of safety zones including the Jordan Valley, Gush 
Etzion, the north-west shores of the Dead Sea and the area round 
Jerusalem. These zones would be placed under Israeli control during 
the transitional period and would then become a part of the Jewish 
State. Jerusalem, once unified, would remain the Israeli capital (15). 
This is the ’Jordan option”, and is notin fact very far-removed from the 
Reagan plan. 

Although this approach rules out any recognition of the national 
rights of the Palestinian people, in our opinion it must not be looked at 
in the same light as that of the Likud. With Begin, the situation appears 
to allow of no possible progress whatever, and the Palestinians in the 
occupied territories are really and truly backs to the wall. With the 
Labour Party a procedure would be set in motion and as a result the 
terrible stranglehold on the occupied territories would be slightly 
relaxed, and according to the Palestinians we talked to the situation 
would undergo a very mild change. 

There exist political movements in Israel - the Sheli, Rakah and 
Mapam - which are anxious to open relations with the Palestinians, but 
they are very small minority groups. 

In conclusion, we see that for the Palestinians on the West Bank and 
in the Gaza Strip the issue involved in the war in Lebanon and the 
consequences of the war are extremely important. All the measures 
adopted in these territories must always be seen as a part of Menahem 
Begin’s overall strategy. 


GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 


*While Israel has decided once and for all to treat the most 
elementary international norms as worthless... the one thing left to the 
Palestinians and to the Druses of the Golan is to resist with a courage 
and determination which must and do reach to the point of 
stubbornness’”’. 


These were the closing words of the report of the previous mission 
sent out to Palestine by the I.A.D.L. in May 1982. But since the Lebanese 
war a new Stage has been reached and such stubbornness no longer 


15. In private the Mapai leaders affect a more pliable attitude. Thus Israel Gatt, the foreign 
relations secretary, threw out the suggestion that after a long period of peace Jerusalem 
could become the capital of two states, Israel and the Jordan-Palestinian federation. 
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suffices. We have countless times observed the moral force of the 
Palestinian nationalists in the occupied territories; but today the jaws 
of the vice are closing in on them and they are visibly completely 
isolated. With a few - if important - exceptions, reliable support cannot 
be hoped for from inside Israeli society, notwithstanding the grave 
crisis that society has just been living through. The Arab world has 
once again demonstrated the limits of its solidarity, which remains 
purely verbal and carries no weight where the national interests of 
states are at stake. On the international scene, United States support for 
Israel has been spectacular; it has been impressive, and, in view of the 
silence observed by the Soviet Union, it has not been possible to 
counterbalance it. France has not refused to acknowledge the existence 
of the Palestinian tragedy, but has not yet adopted a position involving 
recognition of the representative Palestinian organization and the need 
for a Palestinian state. 

We must be clear-headed enough to realize that the military 
campaign in Lebanon (including the attack on Beirut) had the approval 
of a substantial majority of Israelis. The massacres of Sabra and 
Shatila were a violent shock to the Israeli conscience, and confidence in 
the Begin government was certainly affected; but forthe moment at any 
rate this has not meant a radical reappraisal of its policy on the 
Palestinian question. 

The crucial question at the present time is where to find the forces 
capable of preventing the annexation of the occupied territories. If the 
current process is not halted, the Palestinians have not seen the last of 
their trials - nor have the Israelis. And in talking of the road to 
catastrophe professor Leibovicz will have been quite right. 

Nevertheless there are no political situations which are totally 
inextricable: there are always unforeseeable dialectical processes 
which may permit new openings even when all loopholes appeared to 
be sealed up once and for all. Though itis improbable that in Israel there 
can be a reversal of present trends and thus a change of government, 
such a possibility must not be altogether ruled out. On the Palestinian 
side, the PLO still has a few master cards to play which could achieve a 
great deal. 

Everything therefore still remains possible, and the first 
requirement is justice, which would, at long last, mean recognition in 
practice of the national rights of the Palestinian people. 
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PART TWO 


THE POINTS OF VIEW OF 
LAWYERS DIRECTLY 
CONCERNED 


CHAPTER ONE 


SPEECH BY JAMAL EL SOURANI, SECRETARY-GENERAL 
OF THE PALESTINIAN JURISTS’ UNION, 
VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE I.A.D.L., 

MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE PLO. 


We have been discussing this problem of Palestine for the last 
thirty-four years. And this discussion, which took place either in 
governmental or non-governmental or private conversations, has I 
think now reached a stage when everybody knows what Zionism is. We 
always said that Zionism was an embryo of imperialism. Without 
imperialism there could be no Zionism and without Zionism there 
could be no Israel. Israel is a manner of Zionist state because Zionism 
means racism, means aggression, means expansion. Begin was asked 
once: “Who has affected you most?” and he said: “Garibaldi”. Why 
Garibaldi, not Jabotinsky, his teacher and his leader? He said, “Be- 
cause Garibaldi’s philosophy is: wherever there are Italians, it is an 
Italian land and should be annexed to Italy”. This means that since Jews 
have lived in Yemen and Morocco and Iraq and Iran and India, and even, 
if we want to go further, since they have lived in Britain and France and 
the Soviet Union and America, all this is a Jewish land and there will 
come a day to annex this land to Israel. This is the philosophy of Begin. 

In 1827 - 1827, one century and a half and more, or exactly 155 years 
ago - the American fleet bombarded Tunisia and Algeria and occupied 
Tripoli. And from that date the anthem of the American fleet has been 
“From the waters of Florida to the shores of Tripoli’. These were the 
ambitions of the Americans a century and a half ago, and now this 6th 
Fleet which is in our waters in the Mediterranean represents the 
continuation from a premature American imperialist policy to a 
mature imperialist policy. This imperialist policy, with the Zionist 
policy, culminated in the declaration of strategic cooperation between 
Israel and the United States, and all the acts of annexation of Jerusalem, 
of the Golan, the bombing of the nuclear centre in Iraq, the lastinvasion 
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of Lebanon, all took place under the banner of strategic cooperation 
between the United States and Israel. This is the real enemy. Israel 
could do nothing without the aid, the backing and the defence of the 
United States of America. 

Every Israeliindividual receives from the United States an average 
of 770 dollars annually. Every Israeli individual. And this figure rises 
continuously. In the fifties, Israel was financed by tens of millions of 
dollars, in the sixties by hundreds of millions, and in the seventies the 
figure rose to thousands of millions, and then in the eighties it may rise 
to tens of thousands of millions. As long as Israel is doing its job 
according to the imperialist policy of the United States of America, the 
financial backing, the political backing, the economic backing, will 
continue. This is the reality of Israel. It is the iron arm of the United 
States of America in this part of the world - to subjugate its people, 
exploit its resources and put it in its sphere of influence. That is why we 
can understand the meaning of the multinational force which was 
placed in Sinai. Why a multinational force? Because the United States 
of America does not want anybody, even its allies in Western Europe, to 
take any part in the affairs of this part of the world. It wants to 
monopolize the whole territory. From the Pacific to the Atlantic. And 
that is why they have formed what they call the “rapid deployment 
force’. The “rapid deployment force” is a flagrant intervention in the 
internal affairs of the Arab world. Because I do not think that 20,000 or 
30,000 American soldiers will stand in the face of the Soviet Union if, as 
they allege, they want to defend the territory from the Soviet Union. 
Who asked them to defend the territory from the Soviet Union? And 
where is the danger to the territory from the Soviet Union ? The danger, 
in the territory, is Israeli danger and American danger and not that of 
the Soviet Union. On the contrary, the Soviet Union has backed up our 
people to defend itself; this is the stance of the Soviet Union. But the 
American force is there to keep the puppet governments in power in the 
Arab world, which execute American policy and which did not raise a 
single voice against the Israeli invasion of Lebanon. 

I am sorry to say this, but this is what has happened. With our 
brothers the Lebanese, we faced the Israeli invasion alone. With the 
Kalashnikovs and the RBQG’s, without rockets, without planes, without 
tanks, without anything. Just our faith in our cause and our determi- 
nation to sacrifice. Because we believe that we are fighting a war not 
only for Palestine or Lebanon but for humanity. Our war is a human 
war. This invasion has unveiled the black face of Zionism. It has made 
all the world look back to what the Nazis did. Europe lost fifty million 
lives to exterminate Nazism, but Nazism is still in our land. Backed by 
America, which participated with Europe in its extermination. Nazism 
in Europe is something she does not allow. But in our land Zionism is 
allowed and defended by the United States of America. Racism is 
allowed. 

Even the heritage of civilization in Palestine is being destroyed by 
the Zionists - not only the demographic situation of the land, but also 
the long history of civilization in this land. Even the religious places 
were not spared. The Baptist church was burned a month ago, and 
before that the Aqsah Mosque and dozens of monasteries, churches, 
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mosques and other shrines and religious places. This is Zionism. When 
they invaded Beirut, they did not only massacre the people of Sabra and 
Shatila, but they also massacred the research centre, the Palestine 
Research Centre. They stole everything in the Palestine Research 
Centre. What is in the Palestine Research Centre? There are no rifles, 
no bombs, only books, books, and they did it because they want to hide 
reality and truth. They want reality veiled from the eyes of the people. 
They are not only killing our Feddayin - orcommandos, or terrorists, as 
they say - but they also kill our scholars: poets, writers and so on. This 
is Israel and this is Zionism. 

Take the three who now govern Israel, Begin, Sharon and Shamir. 
Begin is known as “‘the Hero of Deir Yassin” - where he assassinated a 
whole village, 257 men, women and children; he is the hero who levelled 
the King David Hotel. Shamir shot Count Bernadotte, the United 
Nations mediator. Sharon was responsible for forming a legion inthe 
Israeli army which made a long chain of slaughters, of massacres - 
Qibieh, Nahalin, Samoa, Gaza, Khanyones, Ajra, Quantila. This is not 
the first slaughter, this is not the first massacre. If you kill one man or 
you kill a thousand, it is a massacre. 

Itis asystematic policy of Israel to massacre the Palestinians. And 
this goes back to Herzl and his book, The Jewish State. He says: “We 
need a land without a people for a people without a land’. This means 
that the Palestinian people should be exterminated, should not continue 
to be there. By massacre, by expulsion, in any way, by any means, the 
Palestinians should not continue to exist. We were expelled from 
Palestine and now they want to expel us again from Lebanon. Where to 
go, to Syria? Expelled again from Syria: where to go? To Iraq? To 
Jordan ? Where to go? Can anybody answer me? Where canI go? And this 
means, if I don’t have a place to go to, another massacre is awaiting me. 
This is Israel and this is Zionism and this is imperialism. 

This is the Western civilization practised in our land and practised 
in South Africa. Both are offspring of Western civilization, both are 
defended by Western civilization, both are implemented by Western 
civilization, both are backed by Western civilization. Iam sorry to say 
this, but this is a reality, I can’t dodge it. 

Yesterday one of our colleagues asked: “Will this enmity continue 
between the Jews and the Arabs ?’’ and I wonder how he came to ask this 
question. It is a fact that through history there was no enmity between 
Jews and Arabs. The Jews lived with the Arabs for centuries and 
centuries and centuries. The enmity is between the Arabs and Zionism. 
And between the Jews and Zionism also. 

Zionism did not horrify the Arabs only; it is horrifying the Jews 
wherever they may be. Chancellor Kreisky told us that he is very 
greatly worried about the future of the Jews in the whole world. Because 
of the crazy deeds the leaders of Israel are perpetrating. He said: “Iama 
Jew and Iam worried about the future of the Jews’’. Anti-Semitism will 
rise again, not only in one country but in the whole world. This is what 
the Zionists are doing. They are endangering the lives of the Palesti- 
nians and the Arabs. The massacre of Beirut: who did it? The Falan- 
gists, Sa’ad Haddad? Who said so? Whois responsible for it ? Itis Israel 
and the United States of America. Israel entered Beirut after we had 
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been given guarantees from the United States of America, written 
guarantees through the Lebanese government, that the Israeli army 
would not enter Beirut after the evacuation of ourcommandos. But they 
entered Beirut. But who brought the Falangists, ifthe Falangists did it? 
Who brought them? And who brought Sa’ad Haddad? Who can move 
without the permission of the occupier ? The Israelis brought them, and 
if they brought them they are responsible for the massacre. The 
Falangists have denied that they participated. Sa’ad Haddad also 
denied that. Maybe individuals participated, but the responsibility for 
the massacre continues to be Israel’s. 

The massacre began on a Thursday and ended on a Saturday - three 
days of massacre. And the Israelis say they knew nothing about it; it 
was only by chance that some of the pressmen had heard, or known, or 
smelt. 

Why did the Israelis bulldozer the camps? To hide the crime, the 
genocide. Why did they refuse to form an inquiry committee, why? Is 
this conduct foreign to the character of Israel since its foundation? This 
is the character of Israel and it is not new to it. What is the next step? 
Lebanon is occupied, Palestine is occupied, Syria may be occupied, 
Jordan may be occupied, and all this will never be done except with 
clear permission from the United States of America. Sharon says: “I 
don’t see any difference whoever governs, whether itis King Hussein or 
Yasser Arafat’. 

Begin says that this Palestinian state, if it was formed, would be a 
Soviet base and endanger the future of Israel. Icannot understand why 
the small Palestinian state will be a Soviet base. The fact is they do not 
want the name of Palestine. Palestine’s name should disappear. Pales- 
tinians should disappear. Rusk, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
America, after the 1967 war, told Mahmud Ryad, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Egypt: “Our policy is this: an Israeli-Egyptian solution, a 
Syrian-Israeli solution, a Lebanese-Israeli solution, a Jordan-Israeli 
solution; no Palestine!” This has been the policy since 1967 until now. 
And the Palestinians, till now, have remained the victims of the denial 
of their right of self-determination. Others determine our future. This 
happened with the Balfour Declaration, the Mandate, Resolution 242, 
the Camp David Accords and the Reagan proposals. 

Reagan is against self-determination for the Palestinians, which 
means he is against the Charter of the United Nations. Why? We are 
now four millions. The Americans, when they revolted against Britain 
for their independence, numbered four millions. They have the right of 
self-determination. I don’t have the right of self-determination because 
Iam not a complete human being. All the people of the world have the 
right of self-determination, including the 1,800 persons in the Falk- 
lands, and we don’t have the right of self-determination. They speak 
about recognition. We have to recognize Israel. I wonder which should 
recognize the other: the unrecognized to recognize the recognized? We 
are the unrecognized. And if recognition is soimportant, why donotthe 
United States of America recognize us? I don’t know why there is this 
stress on recognition. And to recognize what? Israel - which Israel? 
Israel of the Balfour Declaration, Israel of the Partition Plan, Israel of 
1967, Israel of 1982 - which Israel? The only state in the world which has 
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no known borders, no known people, is Israel. I challenge anybody to 
tell me who are the people of Israel. Are they those who are living in 
Israel, or, as has been claimed since the time of Ben Gurion, are all Jews 
the people of Israel? Are the Jews of Belgium citizens of Belgium or 
citizens of Israel? To whom is their loyalty ? According to Ben Gurion 
their loyalty should be to Israel. And this attitude shows how they are 
damaging Jewish life and the Jewish communities in the world. 

I have to finish, but I want to say a word about the experimental use 
of American arms, which are prohibited by the international communi- 
ty. The fact is that we were bombed by bombs which we had never heard 
of before: the cluster bomb, the vacuum bomb, etc., and all of us heard a 
long discussion yesterday by our friend Dr. Lamb on the cluster bomb. 

Another word about the Nazi-type concentration camps. Nobody 
knows the number of people in the Ansar Camp, whether it is 7,000 as the 
Israelis say, or 17,000 or 19,000 or 20,000. UNRWA declared a week ago 
that in the South there were 112,000 refugees. Now they are only 62,000. 
Where are the 50,000 refugees? Nobody knows. Are they arrested, are 
they dead, did they flee away? Nobody knows. 300,000 Palestinians and 
Lebanese are displaced. 

This is our tragic story at the hands of Israel. We agreed to leave 
Lebanon. To save Lebanon. But we will continue in our struggle, to 
eliminate Zionism, to eliminate imperialism from our land. And we 
know that our struggle is a long stuggle, it will not end in one 
generation or two generations - a continuous struggle, because of the 
nature of Zionism, and its ideology. As long as Zionists are racists, 
expansionists and aggressive the battle is going on. We believe thatall 
the forces of freedom and liberation will continue their support for the 
Palestinian people in its struggle for repatriation, self-determination 
and the forming of an independent state on its national soil under the 
leadership of the PLO, the sole and legitimate representative of the 
Palestinian people. They will also continue their support for the 
progressive forces in Israel itself, like my sister Felicia Langer who is 
striving to eliminate Zionism. And we will continue our stuggle to 
eliminate this danger and for the saving and safeguarding of humanity, 
civilization and the future. 
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CHAPTER II 


SPEECH BY FELICIA LANGER, ADVOCATE, 
MEMBER OF THE ASSOCIATION OF DEMOCRATIC 
LAWYERS OF ISRAEL. 


We were led for a day and a half through a hell, through a terrible 
darkness of cruelty and barbarism. A real anachronism in the last 
decades of the 20th century. It was very hard to hear and to realize the 
tragedy of those dead children, mothers, fathers and old ones, in the hill 
dwellings and refugee camps in Lebanon, in besieged Beirut, those who 
died, who were mutilated, who were maimed by this cruel, terrible war- 
machine supported, financed and blessed by US imperialism. This 
tragedy is touching me, individually, maybe more than anybody of you 
here, because I am the only Israeli here. Because I know that these terrible 
deeds, these shameful barbarian acts, are committed by my compa- 
triots, and they are perpetrated in my name too, although I belong to 
those Israelis who are devoting their lives to fight against them. 

The suffering Lebanese and Palestinians are alerting world 
humanity to help them. 

This pattern of massacres is so logical and consistent, leading from 
Deir Yassin, Qibieh, Nahalin, Samoa, Qafur Qassim, and many other 
massacres, through the occupation of 15 years of the West Bank and 
Gaza, through Beirut, and now Shatila and Sabra... Who knows what 
massacres are planned for the future, if we shall not stop these 
murderous hands and their patrons, the imperialists, ready to give 
everything in exchange for Israeli blood, in exchange for their interest 
to dominate the Middle East? 

I have witnessed 15 years of the Israeli occupation. I have wit- 
nessed during these years the creation of an Israeli soldier full of 
hatred, indoctrinated by racism, who is able, without any hesitation, to 
pull the trigger and to kill, because according to his belief a Palestinian 
or an Arab is not an equal human being. There has been a process of 
dehumanization of Arabs and especially of the Palestinians for years 
and we see now the results of this terrible indoctrination. 
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But something new is occuring nowadays in Israel, and I am proud 
today to speak in the name of those thousands in Israel who are raising 
their voices against this disastrous policy of the Israeli government. 
For the first time during a war - and there were many wars waged by 
Israel - thousands are demonstrating, struggling, among them sol- 
diers, even religious people who were never taking part in demon- 
strations or campaigns; women; youngsters; bereaved parents are 
accusing Sharon and Begin of murdering their sons. For the first time, 
those Israelis who were burying their sons quietly, complying with 
their bitter fate, are now revolting and protesting. It is not enough and 
we are not satisfied; it could not clean the bloodshed and it couldn’t 
indemnify those dead and displaced, but it is a new encouraging 
phenomenon and I advise you, and every Palestinian, not toignore this 
very important fact of the existence of another Israel. We hope, and we 
struggle for it, that out of this force, which is still maybe an embryo, 
will emerge a united peace front of people who understand that there is no 
other solution but to grant to the Palestinians their legitimate rights, the 
right of self-determination. We are now doing our utmost to convince the 
Israelis that in order to survive, in order to achieve peace, which is 
indivisible, we have to recognize that this scattered, tormented, dis- 
placed people, the Palestinians, unwanted everywhere, have a home- 
land, and this homeland is now occupied by Israel, in the territories 
conquered in 1967. We have to persuade them that the only solution is 
the creation of an independent Palestinian State on these territories, 
alongside Israel. More and more Israelis nowadays, after the terrible 
trauma of Lebanon, are coming to the conclusion that it is the only 
solution. 

The war of Lebanon had a design, not only to sanction, not only to 
perpetuate, the US imperialist domination in the Middle East and to 
crush the anti-imperialist movements in this region, but also, tofind a 
‘final solution’’, to the Palestinian question. The results were the 
opposite. Thousands in Israel are seeing now that the Palestinian 
people is invincible, that the most sophisticated US-made weapons, all 
the forbidden and terrible cluster bombs and phosphorus and all these 
satanic weapons, didn’t crush the will of the Palestinian people, that the 
Palestinian question is now on the first point of the world agenda, that 
millions throughout the world realize that this state of affairs is 
impossible for ourcentury and that a solution has urgently to be found; 
there is a world consensus that the solution is to grant the right of 
self-determination to the Palestinian people. 

I have been an eye-witness of the heroism of the Palestinian people 
for 15 years. Iam also witnessing all the kinds and means of oppression 
invented by the oppressors of all times, applied in the occupied 
territories by Israel. Deportations, and requisition of lands, coloni- 
zation, tortures, collective punishments, infringement of all political 
and educational rights, aiming at breaking the Palestinians, but in 
vain. The Palestinian people fights, the Palestinian people does not 
surrender, despite the oppression; many Israelis solidarize with them. 
There are Israeli soldiers who prefer to go to prison and not to serve in 
the occupied territories. 
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The occupation is causing moral corruption, so dangereous to 
every people. As a result of it there are also very strong pro-facist and 
racist movements in Israel against which only a united peace front, 
supported by international public opinion, could be a barrier. 

As to the occupied territories, I am defending now the second 
generation of Palestinians, the sons and the daughters of my previous 
clients, sometimes even entire families. 

Iam sure that the Palestinian people is invincible, andIam proud of 
having the honour to defend its rights. Iam trying to translate my pain 
and my anger, my sorrow and my compassion, which are sometimes 
unbearable, into deeds, into struggle, into a continuous support of the 
Palestinian rights; because these rights are the rights of all peoples in 
the world and of my own people too. Iam appealing to you, and to world 
humanity, to do more and more to eliminate this terrible injustice, this 
unbelievable tragedy, to eliminate this anachronism of the 20th cen- 
tury, of a people deprived of all human rights. 
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SPEECH BY SINANE BARRAGE, BARRISTER, 
MEMBER OF THE LEBANESE NATIONAL MOVEMENT, 
VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION 
OF DEMOCRATIC LAWYERS. 


The war of aggression waged by Israel in Lebanon since 4 June 1982 
has been the longest and most barbarous in all its history. Its 
distinctive features have been: 


i) The invasion of Lebanese territory. 
ii) The violation of the sovereignty of an independent state, one ofthe 
founder members of the UN. 

iii) The destruction and occupation of hundreds of Lebanese towns 
and villages and Palestinian refugee camps. 

iv) A barbarous blockade of the capital, Beirut. 
v) Systematic and wholesale destruction of Beirut. 
vi) The looting of Beirut. 

vii) The organizing of group massacres of the Palestinian and Leban- 
ese civilian populations, the most recent of which was the one 
occurring at Sabra and Shatila. 

viii) The recent creation of concentration camps, and the deporting of 
populations. 


The war criminals Begin and Sharon had brazenly and arrogantly 
declared that the aims they had set themselves in fighting the war were 
the liquidation of the PLO, the imposing of a final solution to the 
Palestinian problem, the institution of a new political order in Lebanon 
and the laying of an obligation on that independent State to sign a peace 
treaty with Israel. 

At the same time the war represents the fulfilment of the plans of 
the United States in the area, the object of which is to bring about the 
forcible acceptance of an Israelo-American peace which will sacrifice 
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the Palestinian people’s right to self-determination and the Arab 
people’s right to independence and progress. 

All of this forms an integral part of the United States’ policy of 
international adventurism, which is a policy of confrontation, interfe- 
rence in the internal affairs of the Third World countries, and local wars 
capable of jeopardizing world peace. 

Throughout this present war the United States have played the part 
of full accomplice in the enterprise. This has been clearly shownby the 
U.S. attitude on the international bodies, particularly the Security 
Council, where the U.S. has vetoed all resolutions capable of stopping 
the holocaust and condemning the aggression, and also by the action 
taken by the famous “special envoy” Philip Habib which, parading as 
‘“‘mediation’’, has enabled the aggressor to achieve his ends. 

But the complicity of the United States goes further back than that. 
As long ago as the end of November 1981, the signing of a strategic 
cooperation treaty between the United States and Israel constituted the 
form in which the Reagan administration gave Israel the green light 
enabling it to go ahead with its aggression. And if we wish to take our 
analysis further we can go so far as to say that the war would not have 
been possible, either, without the collusion of reactionary Arab 
régimes, and without the inequality in the balance of forces which 
showed itself on the regional level after the Camp David Accords had 
been forced on the Egyptian people. 

The vivid accounts of personal experience we have been able to 
listen to here make it superfluous for me to give a detailed list of all the 
atrocities of this war. I would merely add that Israel engaged in it 
practically the whole of its formidable war machine - 120,000 officers 
and soldiers and most of its air force and navy. In one single 17-hour 
day, 12 August 1982, 180,000 shells spread devastation in the districts of 
West Beirut and its southern outskirts. For 70 days Beirut and its 
population were subjected to a military siege and to a blockade of food 
and medical supplies, and were deprived of necessities of every sort, 
including water and electricity. 

According to UNICEF statistics, between 4 June and 15 August the 
casualties in West Beirut and its southern suburbs were as follows: 
29,506 dead and wounded, of whom 11,840 were children, 2,409 old people 
over 60, 5,469 adults under 60, and 1,100 combatants. 

Begin had stated that he was prepared to kill or injure 20 civilians 
in order to kill or injure one single combatant. But you will observe that 
Begin surpassed himself by killing thirty civilians for one combatant. 


What is the situation today? 

It is obvious, on the one hand, that peace in the region is possible 
only on the basis of recognition of the legitimate national rights of the 
Palestinian people and recognition of the PLO as the one legitimate 
representative body of that people; this has been clearly demonstrated 
by the recent war. But at the same time nearly half of all Lebanese 
territory remains under Israeli occupation. The local occupation 
authorities are continuing to flout our country’s sovereignty, to 
conduct merciless repression against Lebanese patriots, and to stir up 
and aggravate dissension between the different Lebanese communities, 
their aim being to put an end once and for all to the unity of our country 
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and to have it partitioned. The determination to take over South 
Lebanon is clear from the aggressor’s insistence on special security 
arrangements in that part of the country. 

Eminent speakers who have preceded me have emphasized that all 
this scheming follows the same line as the expansionist ambitions of 
Zionism which date from even before the creation of the state of Israel. 
The Lebanese fascist forces, whether Falangist or part of the Lebanese 
army, are at present engaged in large-scale repression against the 
Lebanese patriots which is their form of vengeance on those who shed 
their own blood to defend their honour as patriots of Lebanon. The end of 
democratic freedoms means the end of Lebanon. The danger that the 
civil war may start again is still there. The Lebanese National 
Movement has launched an appeal for national reconciliation and the 
formation of a government of national unity which would take steps to 
secure the departure of the Israeli troops, resist American and Israeli 
pressure, and be able to extend its legal authority as the one valid 
authority over the whole of Lebanese territory, while at the same time 
providing for the safeguarding of Lebanese pluralist and democratic 
traditions and initiating reforms in the country’s political and civic 
structures on the basis of the abolition of denominationalism in 
politics, in preparation for the establishment of a non-denominational 
state. 

It remains for me to point out to you that the combing or encircling 
of districts in West Beirut or its southern suburbs by the Lebanese army 
for the purpose of making arrests is a totally arbitrary procedure 
carried out in the absence of any state of emergency, with no warrant 
from the courts and no specific charges. We see all this as involving a 
danger that there may develop a parallel system of government which 
might be the prelude to a military dictatorship. 

We are appealing to your vigilance and solidarity in the cause of 
the safeguarding of the unity of Lebanon, its independence and its 
territorial integrity and the safeguarding of democratic freedoms; for 
the immediate and unconditional ending of the Israeli occupation under 
Resolutions 508 and 509 of the Security Council and Resolution 521 on 
the protection of the Palestinian and Lebanese civilian populations, 
and for the release of all the Palestinians and Lebanese held prisoner, 
whether by the occupation authorities, the right-wing militias or the 
Lebanese army. 

It is true that what is at stake is the future both of ourcountry and of 
the Palestinian people; but what are also at stake, permit me to Say, are 
the international political order in force today and the credibility and 
authority of the decisions of the UN. 

In the name of the principles of the UN Charter, in the name of the 
principles on which are based the legal norms governing international 
relations, which are the fruit of the many sacrifices accepted by the 
whole of humanity during the Second World War, we appeal to all men 
of good will who are attached to justice to take such action as their 
means and the forces at their disposal permit to bring this intolerable 
state of things to an end, to end the aggression and occupation, and to 
preserve Lebanon and the Palestinian people’s right to self-deter- 
mination. 
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PART THREE 


APPENDICES 


CHAPTER I 


CHRONOLOGICAL RECORDS OF EVENTS SINCE 1947 


The chronological record to be found below was compiled by the 
journalist Nouad Bourgi with the aid of the following bibliographical 
material: 


PERIODICALS, BROCHURES, etc. 


Le Monde, Le Monde Diplomatique, Les Fiches du Monde Arabe 
Publications issued by La Documentation Frangaise: 

Problémes Politiques et Sociaux, N® 291 (20.8.1976) 

Documents d’Actualité Internationale 

Notes et Etudes Documentaires N° 4694-4695 (20.12.1982) 
Revue Maghreb-Machrek 
Revue d’Etudes Palestiniennes 
I.A.D.L., Le Conflit du Moyen-Orient. Notes et Documents (Brussels, 
1968). 
UN, Origin and Development of the Palestinian Problem, 1887-1947 and 
1947-1977. 


BOOKS 


J.P. Alem, Juifs et Arabes, 3000 ans d’histoire (Paris, Grasset, 1968). 
Xavier Baron, Les Palestiniens, un Peuple (Paris, Sycomore, 1977). 
Edmond Bergheaud, Les Palestiniens (Paris, Bordas, 1972). 

Olivier Carré, Le Mouvement National Palestinien (Paris, Gallimard/ 
Julliard, 1977). 

Gérard Chaliand, La Résistance Palestinienne (Paris, Seuil, 1970). 
Pierre Weiss, Le Mouvement National Palestinien, thesis, Paris I 
University, 1981 (2 volumes). 


125 


Jawed Ajaj, Les violations des Droits de 1’Homme au détriment du 
peuple palestinien dans les territoires occupés par Israel law thesis, 
Paris X University, 1982 (2 volumes). 


1947 


26 September: Great Britain announces that its Mandate for Pales- 
tine is to end on 15 May 1948. 

29 November: The United Nations General Assembly adopts Reso- 
lution 181 (II) on the future government of Palestine and the partition 
plan. 

Beginning of clashes between Jewish and Arab communities. The 
Jewish Agency does its best to secure control of the zone allotted to the 
future Jewish State and now being progressively evacuated by the 
madatary power. The Arab High Committee decides to thwart the 
partition plan. 

December 1947: The summit meeting of the Arab Heads of State, 
held in Cairo, decides to organize the struggle to prevent partition. 
Fighting between Jews and Arabs becomes frequent and widespread. 
Massacres on a large scale incite a part of the Arab population to leave. 


1948 


19 March: In view of the hostility shown by the Arabs, the United 
States alter their position somewhat and propose that the Palestinian 
problem be re-examined. The UN suggests that Palestine be placed 
under international trusteeship. The USSR opposes the suggestion. 

April: The Haganah (the Jewish Agency’s military organization) 
completes the occupation of the ’Jewish” part of the territory as 
determined by the partition plan. 

8 April: The Jewish extremist organization known as the Irgun 
attacks the Arab village of Deir Yassin and massacres over 250 people 
(men, women, children and old people). 

14 May: Ben Gurion, as Prime Minister in the provisional 
government, proclaims the advent of the Israeli State. 

Israel is recognized by the United States (15.5) and by the USSR 
(17.5.) 

15 May: End of the British Mandate. The armies of 6 Arab states 
(Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Transjordan, Lebanon and Saudi Arabia) enter 
Palestine to ’restore order and law’’, under a decision made previously 
by the Political Committee of the League of Arab States (an 
organization founded in 1945). The first Israelo-Arab war supersedes 
the conflict between the Jewish and Arab communities. The United 
Nations General Assembly appoints a mediator in an attempt to 
achieve a peaceful settlement. 

27 June: The mediator makes proposals to the Jewish and Arab 
authorities. They are rejected by both parties. 

8 July: Fighting is resumed after a 4 weeks’ truce. The Jewish army 
finally gains the upper hand. The Arab armies withdraw on all fronts. 

16 September: The UN mediator, Count Bernadotte, submits his 
report. 
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17 September: Count Bernadotte is assassinated by the Stern Gang, 
a Jewish extremist group. 

16 December: The UN Security Council decides that an armistice is 
to become effective in all sectors of Palestine. 


1949. 

24 January: King Abdallah of Transjordan proclaims himself 
souvereign ruler of ’the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan”. 

24 February: Armistice agreement between Israel and Egypt. 

23 March: Armistice agreement between Israel and Lebanon. 

3 April: Armistice agreement between Israel and Jordan. 

Iraq and Saudi Arabia approve the agreements signed by the Arab 
states. 

27 April: Failure of the conciliation conference organized by the 
UN, since Israel refuses to re-admit all the refugees who wish to return 
to their homes. 

11 May: The UN General Assembly decides to admit Israel to 
membership by 33 votes to 10 with 9 abstentions. 

12 May: Signature of the Protocol of Lausanne. 

20 July: Armistice agreement between Israel and Syria. As a result 
of the war Israel has received a total of 8,000 square miles of land, 
whereas under the partition plan of 1947 the Jewish State was to have 
only 6,388 square miles. 

8 December: Foundation of U.N.R.W.A. (United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency). 

1950. 

24 April: The proclamation by the Jordanian parliament that the 
West Bank is henceforward a part of the ”>Hashemite Kingdom” means 
taht the territories allotted to the Palestinians under the partition plan 
of the UN now lie partly in Israel and partly in Jordan. 

5 July: The Israeli parliament adopts the law entitling any Jew to 
enter the country as an immigrant. 

1951. 

20 July: King Abdallah is assassinated in Jerusalem. He is 

succeeded by Talal I on 6 September. 
1952. 

23 July: Military coup d’Etat in Egypt. Its author, General Neguib, 
is granted full powers on 7 September. 

11 August: Hussein succeeds Talal I as King of Jordan. 

23 September: The Arab League winds up the ’ Arab Government of 
All Palestine”. 

1953. 

18 June: Proclamation of the Egyptian Republic. 

15 October: Israeli reprisal raid on the Jordanian village of Quibya. 
1954. 

25 February: Nasser replaces Neguib at the head of the Egyptian 
State. 

17 March: Bomb outrage against an Israeli bus at Ma’aleh Akrabim. 
Skirmishes between Israelis and Jordanians, and Israeli reprisalraids 
over the frontier (15 deaths). 

27 July: Anglo-Egyptian treaty providing for the evacuation of the 
Suez Canal zone. 
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1955 

24 February: Signature of the Pact of Bagdad. 

28 February: Israeli reprisal attack on Gaza (several dozen 
casualties). The Security Council condemns Israel’s conduct. 

28 August: The American Secretary of State Foster Dulles proposes 
a plan for settling the Israelo-Arab conflict. 

11 October: Iran joins the Bagdad Pact. Egypt reacts by signing a 
defensive agreement with Syria (20 October) and Saudi Arabia (27 
October). 

2 November: Israeli attack on Al-Auja in Egyptian territory. 

9 November: Eden Plan for settling the Israelo-Arab conflict. 

19 December: Disorders in Jordan. Protest demonstrations against 
the suggestion that Jordan should join the Pact of Bagdad. 

1956. 

8 February: Conference of the Great Powers (United States, France 
and Great Britain) on the Near East. 

February: Gaza incident; Nasser-Sharett talks are broken Off. 

5 April: As areprisal action against harassment from Egypt, Israel 
bombs Gaza. 

17 April: Soviet proposal for a settlement of the conflict. 4-power 
talks (United States, USSR, Great Britain and France). 

21 April: Defence and mutual assistance pact between Saudi 
Arabia, Egypt and Yemen. 

18 June: British troops evacuate the Suez Canal zone. 

19 July: The United States officially announce their refusal to grant 
the proposed loan for the financing of the Aswan Dam. 

26 July: Nasser announces the nationalization of the Suez Canal. 

23 August: End of the Canal Conference in London. 

25 September: Israeli attack on Housan in Jordan. 

23 October: Secret agreement signed at Sévres between Great 
Britain, France and Israel for an attack on Egypt. 

29 October: Israel attacks Egypt. Sinai campaign. Occupation of 
Sharm el Sheik. 

31 October: Franco-British air raids on Port Said. 

5 November: Franco-British troops land in the Canal zone: Port 
Said is besieged. 

7 November: General cease-fire following joint pressure from the 
United States and the USSR and on an injunction from the UN. 

15 November: Arrival of United Nations forces in Egypt. 

24 November: The UN General Assembly orders the withdrawal of 
foreign troops from Egyptian territory. 

3-22 December: France and Great Britain evacuate their respective 
expeditionary forces. 

31 December: Foster Dulles outlines the Eisenhower Doctrine” 

1957. 

1 January: The 6th U.S. War Fleet makes its appearance in the East 
Mediterranean. On the initiative of Cairo, the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty 
of 1954 is rescinded. 

4 February: On the initiative of Amman the Anglo-Jordanian 
Treaty of 1948 is rescinded. 

7 March: Israel completes its withdrawal from Egyptian territory. 


16 March: Lebanon declares its support for the Eisenhower 
Doctrine. 

8 April: The Suez Canal is re-opened. 

21 May: The Arab League proposes a solution to the Israelo-Arab 
conflict based on the partition plan of 29 November 1947. 

1958. 

1 February: Proclamation of the United Arab Republic (Egypt and 
Syria). 

25 February: The Gaza Strip is given a special status. 

May: The U.S. intervenes in the civil war in progress in Lebanon. 

14 July: Overthrow of the Hashemite monarchy in Iraq. 

27 December: Soviet-Egyptian agreement for the building of the 
Aswan Dam. 

1959. 

15 June: Dag Hammarskjoeld Plan for the settlement of the Israelo- 
Arab conflict. 

1961. 

A coup d’état in Damascus leads to a break between Syria and 
Egypt. 

1962. 

July: Algeria becomes independent. 

27 September: Proclamation of a republic in Yemen. 

5 November: Diplomatic relations broken off between Egypt and 
Saudi Arabia. 

1964. 

13-17 January: First conference of Heads of Arab States in Cairo. It 
is decided to organize the Palestinian people to enable it to play its part 
in the country’s future and decide on its own future. 

28 May-2 June: First Palestinian National Council (PNC) session in 
Jerusalem: foundation of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) 
with Ahmed Choukeiri as President. Adoption of the Palestinian 
Charter. 

5-11 September: Second Arab summit meeting in Alexandria. 

1965. 

1 January: E]1 Assifa, the military wing of El] Fath, carries out iffirst 
operation. 

23 April: Bourguiba Plan for settling the Israelo-Arab conflict 
(return to the 1947 partition plan). Hostile reactions in the Arab world. 
The Plan is rejected by the Arab Conference in Cairo (26 May). 

31 May: Second session of the Palestinian National Council. 

13-17 September: Arab summit in Casablanca. 

1966. 

23 February: A coup d’état in Syria is followed by a radicalization of 
the régime and overtures to the USSR. 

14 July: Air battle between Israeli and Syrian war planes. 

4 November: Mutual defence agreement between Egypt and Syria 

12 November: Israeli reprisal raid on Samua in Jordan. Israel’s 
action is condemned by the Security Council. 

1967. 

January-April: Tension between Israel and Syria: increasingly 

frequent operations by Palestinians based on Syrian territory. 
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8 April: Israeli air raid on Syria. 

11-15 May: Escalation of events in the Near East: concentration of 
troops on the demarcation lines between Israel and neighbouring 
countries. 

16 May: Request for withdrawal of the United Nations Emergency 
Force from the Israelo-Egyptian frontier. 

19 May: A Palestinian brigade replaces the U.N.E.F. in the Gaza 
Strip. 

21 May: Each side seeks to outdo the other in threats: Choukeiri 
declares that ‘‘the Jews will be cast into the sea’’. Israel calls up its 
reservists. The PLO is incorporated into the unified Egypto- 
Iraqo-Syrian command. 

23 May: Egypt decides to close the Straits of Tiran to Israeli 
shipping. The USSR issues a warning to Israel. The United States 
reassert their support for Israel. 

24 May: Egypt decrees the blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba. French 
proposal for talks between the Big Four. 

30 May: Signature of a defence agreement between Egypt and 
Jordan. 

2 June: General de Gaulle declares that the first state to take up 
arms would no have French support. 

5-11 June: Israel starts hostilities and occupies the Gaza Strip, the 
Sinai Peninsula, The Golan Heights, the West Bank and East Jerusalem 
(the part belonging to Jordan). 

The cease-fire ordered by the Security Council of the UN is accepted 
by Jordan on 7 June, Egypt on 8 June and Syria on 9 June. 

10 June: Diplomatic relations broken off between Israel and the 
USSR. 

27 June: De facto annexation of East Jerusalem by Israel. This actis 
condemned by the international community, and the UN requests 
Tel-Aviv to reverse the measure. 

10 July: Beginning of Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean. 

29 August: Arab summit meeting (without Syria) in Khartoum. 
Adoption of the three ’Nos” to Israel (no to peace, no to recognition, no 
to negotiation). 

September to November: Resumption of commando operations by 
El] Fath. Skirmishes between Israelis and Egyptians in the Canal zone. 
Habbache’s P.F.L.P. is founded. 

22 November: The Security Council adopts Resolution 242 on the 
Israeli-Egyptian conflict. 

10 December: The Jarring Mission establishes itself in Nicosia. 
1968. 

10 January: Egypto-Israeli agreement on the exchange of prisoners 
of war. 

13 January: Palestinian raid on the Israeli port of Hilath. 

30 January: Skirmishes between Israeli and Egyptian troops. 

21 March: Battle of Karameh (Jordan Valley): the Palestinian 
organizations do more than hold their own against several thousand 
Israeli soldiers. 

10 July: 4th session of the Palestinian National Council in Cairo 
Adoption of a new Palestinian Charter. Replacement of Choukeiri. E] 
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Fath and the Saika are both represented. Security Council Resolution 
242 is rejected. 

23 July: A Palestinian commando hijacks a plane on the regular 
line from Rome to Tel-Aviv and lands it in Algeria. 

4 August: Israeli operation against the Palestinian camps in Jordan 
(nearly 30 deaths). 

September-October: Incidents between Israeli and Egyptian troops 
in the Canal zone. The Israeli army operates well beyond the Egyptian 
frontier (28 October) 

4 November: Fighting between Jordanians and Palestinians at 
Amman. 

22 November: Bomb outrage by the P.F.L.P. in the Mahaneh 
Yehuda market in Jerusalem: 61 casualties, 11 of them fatal. 

1-2 December: Israeli raids on Jordan. 

26-28 December: Bomb outrage against an Israeli plane in the 
Athens airport on 26.12. Inretaliation Israeliarmy commandos destroy 
practically the entire Lebanese civil air force two days later. 

General de Gaulle decrees an embargo on all sales ofarms toIsrael. 
1969. 

2 and 11 January: Israeli raids on Jordan. 

15 January: New French proposal for talks between the Big Fouron 
the Near East. 

27 January: 9 Jews accused of espionage are hanged in Iraq. 

1-4 February: Fifth session of the Palestinian National Council. 
Arafat is elected Chairman of the Executive Committee of the PLO. The 
Council adopts the programme designed to achieve ’’a free democratic 
society in Palestine”’. 

7 February: Beginning of talks between the Big Four under the 
auspices of the United Nations Security Council. 

February: Split within the P.F.L.P.: Hayef Hawatmeh leaves the 
organization and founds the D.P.F.L.P. 

18 February: A P.F.L.P. commando attacks an BE] Al plane at Zurich 
airport. 

March: Beginning of the ’war of attrition” between Egyptians and 
Israelis on the Suez Canal. 

3 April: Creation of the Palestinian Armed Struggle Command 
uniting all the resistance movements. 

April-May: Fighting between Lebanese and Palestinians. 

May: First Israeli large-scale reprisal action in South Lebanon. 

8-11 August: Israeli reprisals in Jordan and Lebanon. 

21 August: The Mosque of E1 Aqsa is set on fire. 

29 August; A P.F.L.P. commando hijacks a TWA plane, landing itin 
Damascus. 

1 September: Overthrow of the monarchy in Libya: Colonel Qaddafi 
assumes power and proclaims a republic. 

1-6 September: Sixth session of the Palestinian National Council in 
Cairo. 

5 September: Israeli air raids on Lebanon. 

8 September: Palestinian bomb outrages against various Israeli 
diplomatic premises (The Hague, Bonn and Brussels). 
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18 October: Renewed fighting between the Lebanese army and the 
Palestinian resistance movement. 

3 November: Signature of an agreement in Cairo giving official 
sanction to the presence of the Palestinian army in Lebanon and 
establishing regulations in the matter. 

6 November: The USSR officially expresses its support for the 
Palestinian fighters in an article in Pravda. 

9 December: The American Secretary of State William Rogers 
publicizes an outline scheme for the settlement of the conflict involving 
Israeli withdrawal from the territories occupied in June 1967 and the 
conclusion of a peace treaty between Israel and its Arab neighbours. 

10 December: The United Nations General Assembly recognizes the 
existence of a’’Palestinian people’. 

11 December: Aerial warfare between Israel and Syria over Syrian 
territory. 

21-23 December: 5th summit conference of the Arab League in 
Rabat. 

1970. 

2 January: The Jarring Mission resumes its work (Cf. Security 
Council Resolution 242). 

7 January: Pursuit of the ’war of attrition”: Israeli raids deep into 
Egyptian territory. 

20-21 January: The Israeli army makes an incursion into Jordan. 

24 February: The Palestinian resistance movement obtains 
complete jurisdiction over the camps in Lebanon. 

16 March: The Israeli army makes an incursion into Syria. 

18-19 March: Israeli reprisals in South Lebanon. 

24-27 March: Violent fighting between Lebanese and Palestinians: 
several dozen fatal casualties. 

2 April: Israeli raid over the Syrian border. 

9-13 May: Israeli operations against the ’bases”’ of the Palestinian 
resistance movement in South Lebanon: Israel’s conduct is condemned 
by the Security Council. 

22 May: A Palestinian bomb outrage against an Israeli school bus 
causes a dozen deaths. There are Israeli reprisals in South Lebanon. 

30 May-4 June: Seventh session of the Palestinian National 
Council. The Central committee of the PLO is set up. 

7 June: Beginning of the trial of strength between the Jordanian 
army and the Palestinian resistance forces. 

7 August: The cease-fire proposed by the U.S. Secretary of State, 
William Rogers, is observed by Egypt, Jordan and Israel, which all 
accept to resume the negotiations under the chairmanship of Gunnar 
Jarring. However the Rogers Plan’”’ is rejected by the PLO (25 July), 
and Iraq and Syria (26 July). 

6 September: The Council of the Arab League convenes an 
extraordinary session at the request of the PLO. 

6-9 September: Palestinian commandos hijack several regular 
passenger planes and land them at Zarka in Jordan. 

17-27 September: Large-scale offensive by the army of Jordan 
against the Palestinian resistance forces. The fighting is terminated by 
an agreement signed in Cairo on 27 September under the auspices of 
Nasser. 
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13 October: Signature of a Jordano-Palestinian agreement at 
Amman. The fedayeen are obliged to abandon their positions in 
Amman. 

4 November: Adoption of Resolution 2628: fresh cease-fire; the 
Jarring Mission resumes its work. 

13 November: Hafez el Assad assumes power in Damascus. 

8 December: The Central Committee of the PLO rejects the idea of a 
Palestinian ’’mini-state’’. 

28 December: After suspending its acceptance for 3 months, Israel 
agrees to resume the indirect negotiations through the Jarring Mission. 

1971. 

January: Renewed fighting between the Jordanian army and the 
Palestinian fighters. The Palestinian resistance movement is 
progressively evicted from Jordanian territory. 

8 February: The ’Jarring Questionnaire’: Egypt must undertake to 
conclude a peace treaty with Israel and Israel must undertake to 
evacuate the whole of the Sinai provided adequate security 
arrangements are made. 

26 February: 8th session of the Palestinian National Council in 
Cairo. 

2-3 March: Sadat in Moscow. 

25 March: The Jarring Mission reaches a deadlock and its work is 
suspended. 

1 April: Egyptian efforts to secure a cease-fire in exchange for at 
least a partial withdrawal from the Sinai. Israel makes its consent 
dependent on the normalization of relations with Egypt. 

1-8 May: William Rogers makes a tour of the Near East. 

7-13 May: 9th session of the Palestinian National Council (in Cairo). 
The P.F.L.P. and the A.L.F. obtain seats on the Executive Committee. 

27 May: Signature of a treaty of friendship and cooperation between 
the USSR and Egypt, in Cairo. 

13-18 July: Last offensive by the Jordanian army against the 
remaining Palestinian positions in Jordan. King Hussein denounces 
all the agreements made with the Palestinians, especially those signed 
in Cairo and Amman. 

5 October: Attempt on Arafat’s life in southern Syria. 

2 November: A delegation of 4 African ’’wise men” (Presidents 
Ahidjo, Gowon, Mobutu and Senghor) is entrusted with a peace mission 
to Egypt and Israel. 

28 December: The Jordanian Prime Minister is assassinated in 
Cairo by the ’Black September” organization. 

1972. 

1 January: Fighting in Beirut between the Lebanese army and the 
Palestinian resistance movement. 

10-14 January: Israeli raids on South Lebanon. 

25 February: The Security Council condemns Israel’s conduct. 

1 March: Aerial warfare between Israel and Syria over the Golan. 

15 March: King Hussein submits a proposal for a United Arab 
Kingdom comprising two federated provinces, one on the east and one 
on the west bank of the Jordan. It is rejected by the PLO and the Arab 
states. 

28 March and 2 May: Municipal elections on the West Bank. 
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6-10 April: 10th session of the Palestinian National Council. 

9 April: Signature of a treaty of friendship and cooperation between 
Iraq and the USSR. 

29 May: Brezhnev-Nixon summit meeting in Moscow: the two 
Heads of State declare that Resolution 242 lays down the basic principles 
for a settlement. 

30 May: A Japanese commando commits an outrage against the 
Lod-Tel-Aviv airport. 

5 June: The Palestinian agency Wafa publishes its first bulletin. 

13 June: Air warfare between Israel and Egypt. 

21 June: An Israeli incursion into South Lebanon is condemned by 
the Security Council. 

17 July: Arafat in Moscow. 

18 July: Egypt expels all its Soviet military advisers. 

29 August: In an article in Pravda, the USSR advises the 
Palestinian resistance movement to cooperate with the progressive 
Arab régimes and abandon terrorism. 

5-6 September: At the Olympic Games in Munich, the ’’Black 
September” organization assassinates members ofthe Israeli Olympic 
team. 

16-17 September: Israel carries out a reprisal raid on South 
Lebanon, attacking civilian objectives and causing over 200 deaths. 

13 October: The Israeli air force bombs the Palestinian camps in 
Lebanon and Syria. 

16 October: The PLO representative in Rome is assassinated. 

9, 21 and 25 November: Fighting between Israel and Syria in the 
Golan. 

27 November: The Arab Front for Participation in the Palestinian 
Revolution is founded in Beirut. 

8 December: The PLO representative in Paris is assassinated. 
1973. 

6-12 January: Eleventh session of the Palestinian National Council. 
A PLO Central Council is set up, and a National Front is organized in 
the occupied territories. Yasser Arafat is re-elected Chairman of the 
Executive Committee of the PLO. 

21 February: Israeli fighter planes shoot down a Libyan passenger 
plane, causing several dozen deaths. 

9-10 April: An Israeli commando makes a raid on Beirut, killing 
three Palestinian leaders in their homes. 

May: Fighting between the Lebanese army and the Palestinian 
resistance movement. A new cease-fire is agreed on on 17 May in Beirut. 

10 August: An Iraqi passenger plane (in which George Habbache 
was thought to be travelling) is hijacked to Israel. Protests by the 
Security Council and the I.C.A.0O. 

15 August: The Palestinian National Front, forming an integral 
part of the PLO, is organized in the occupied territories. 

13 September: Aerial warfare between Israel and Syria. 

29 September: An Arab commando attacks the Moscow-Vienna 
express and takes hostages. To satisfy its conditions, the Austrian 
authorities suspend the transport facilities previously granted to 
Jewish immigrants from the USSR. 

6-24 October: 4th Israeli-Arab war. 
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November: Founding of the’’Front of Rejection” on the initiative of 
the P.F.L.P. 

5-9 November: The U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger makes 
his first tour of the Near East. 

26-28 November: Arab summit meeting in Algiers. The PLO is 
acknowledged to be the sole body representing the Palestinian people. 

17 December: George Habbache objects to any participation in the 
Geneva conference on the part of the PLO. 

21 December: The Geneva Conference opens under the joint 
chairmanship of the United States and the USSR, in the presence of the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations. 

1974. 

18 January: Egypto-Israeli withdrawal agreement, signed at the 
101st Km. on the road from Cairo to Suez. 

24 April: The Security Council condemns Israel’s new series of 
attacks on Lebanon. 

31 May: Agreement between Syria and Israel on the withdrawal of 
forces from the Golan. 

1-9 June: Twelfth session of the Palestinian National Council in 
Cairo. For the first time the Council approves the principle of the 
liberation of Palestine by gradual stages. 

July-August: Increasingly frequent Israeli raids on Lebanon. 

8 August: Archbishop Hilarion Capucci, the Melchite archbishop 
of Jerusalem, is arrested, accused of being an agent of the Fath. 

26 September: The P.F.L.P. withdraws from the Executive 
Committee and from the Central Committee of the PLO. 

14 October: The United Nations General Assembly recognizes the 
PLO as the body representing the Palestinian people. 

21 October: The French Foreing Minister, Jean Sauvagnargues, has 
a talk with Yasser Arafat at the French Ambassador’s residence in 
Beirut. 

26 October: Arab summit meeting in Rabat. The Heads of State 
unanimously recognize the PLO as the one legitimate body represen- 
ting the Palestinian people. 

November: Israeli bombing of Lebanon. 

22 November: The United Nations General Assembly acknowled- 
ges the Palestinians’ right to self-determination, sovereignty and 
national independence. The PLO is granted observer status. 

2-12 December: Israeli raids on South Lebanon and Beirut. 

1975. 

January: Intensificaiton of the Israeli raids in South Lebanon. 
Several villages destroyed; population begins to leave. 

5-6 March: Palestinian operation in Tel-Aviv (18 deaths). 

23 March: Creation of a unified Syrian-Palestinian command. 

21 March-4 April: Israeli raid on South Lebanon. 

13 April: Thirty Palestinian militants are assassinated by 
Falangist militants at Ain Remanch (South-East Beirut). 

Beginning of the Lebanese civil war. 

1-17 May: Israeli attacks on South Lebanon become more and more 
frequent. 

19 May: Soviet-U.S. talks in Vienna with a view to the resumption of 
the Geneva peace conference. 
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5 June: Re-opening of the Suez Canal. 

4 July: Bomb outrage in Jerusalem (14 deaths) for which the Fath 
claims responsibility. The Israeli army carries out several operations 
in South Lebanon (Sour on 7.7 and Sayda on 13.7). The Israeli air force 
continues to bomb South Lebanon until September. 

August: Israeli raids in the region of Sour on 4 and 6; on 19.8 in the 
region of Baalbeck; again near Sour on 28.8. 

1 September: Signing of an interim agreement between Egypt and 
Israel. 

4 September: Signing of a second military agreement on the Sinai. 
Egypt undertakes not to settle the conflict with Israel ’’by military 
force’, but by peaceful means’’. The agreement is rejected by the PLO 
and the USSR. 

12 September: EEC declaration on the Near East adopted in Venice 
(right of the Palestinian people to self-determination). 

October: Israeli-Syrian incidents. 

21 October: Israeli air raid on South Lebanon. 

31 October: The PLO opens an office in Paris. 

6-10 November: Demonstrations in the West Bank territories 
against the administrative autonomy plan. 

10 November: The UN General Assembly adopts Resolution 3375 
equating Zionism with a form of racism. 

13 November: Bomb outrage in Jerusalem for which the PLO claims 
responsibility. 

21 November: A Palestinian commando kidnaps persons attending 
the OPEC Conference and holds them as hostages. 

27 November: Skirmishes on the Lebanese frontier. 

2 December: Just when tension is becoming slightly relaxed in the 
country, the Israeli air force bombs the Palestinian camps inthe region 
of Sour (Sout Lebanon) and in that of Tripoli (North Lebanon) (100 fatal 
casualties). 

3 December: Palestinian reprisal raids on 3 kibbutzim in Upper 
Galilee. 

4 December: 4 Jewish settlements founded on the Golan Plateau. 

13-29 December: Artillery engagement on the Lebanese frontier. 
Israeli incursion into South Lebanon. 

1976. 

January to March: Tension remains very strong on the West Bank, 
where there are almost daily clashes between the Israeli army and 
students, school children and other demonstrators. Several leading 
inhabitants are expelled (to Lebanon or Jordan) and dozens of people 
are arrested (particularly in East Jerusalem). Several bomb outrages 
(16 January and 2 February at Hilat) are claimed as their work by the 
Palestinian resistance fighters. 

6 March: The Israeli artillery shells the whole of South Lebanon 
indiscriminately. 

15 March: The Egyptian parliament revokes the Egyptian-Soviet 
friendship treaty (signed on 27.5.71). 

26-30 March: Violent incidents in Galilee mark “Land Day’”’, which 
is a sequel to expropriations of Arab owners. 

12 April: Municipal elections in the West Bank territories. 
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21 April: Israeli air raids o; the Palestinian camps in the region of 
Sour. 

4-26 May: The Security Council examines the situation in the 
territories occupied by Israel. 

31 May-11 June: The Syrian army intervenes in Lebanon, launching 
a full-scale offensive against the Palestinian positions. 

4-6 June: Establishment of a joint command in charge of the 
progressive Lebanese forces and of the PLO. 

9 June: The Israeli air force bombs the south-east part of Lebanon. 

22 June: Beginning of the siege of the Palestinian camp of Tell el 
Zaatar in Beirut. 

22 July: Israel inaugurates the correct frontier’ with Lebanon, 
availing itself of the sector controlled by the ‘dissident’? Lebanese 
officer Haddad. 

12 August: Tell el Zaatar falls after 52 days of siege. There are few 
survivors among its defenders. 

6 September: The PLO is admitted as a full member of the Arab 
League. 

1 October: Incident between the Jewish and Islamic religious 
communities in Hebron. Soviet note to the U.S., Egypt, Israel, Jordan, 
the PLO and Syria calling for a resumption of the Geneva conference. 

15-18 October: Demonstration in Hebron against the proposed 
alterations to the Holy Places. 16-20.10: Israeli long-range artillery 
shells South Lebanon. 

17-18 October: Summit conference in Riyadh (Saudi Arabia) 
legitimizing the Syrian intervention in Lebanon. 

26 October: UNESCO decides to admit Israel into the European 
camp and condemns the Israeli policy of ’Judaization” of Jerusalem 
and the West Bank. 

15 October-9 December: Unofficial contacts between prominent 
Israelis and PLO officials (13.10 in Paris and 9.12 in Brussels). 

10 November onwards: Israel consolidates its positions in South 
Lebanon in close cooperation with Haddad’s militiamen. 

11 November: The Security Council condemns Israeli behaviour in 
Hebron. . 

9-16 December: The United Nations General Assembly calls for the 
re-convening of the Geneva conference and condemns the policy 
practised by Israel in the occupied territories. 

1977. 

January: New “unofficial” meetings between Palestinians and 
Israelis in Paris. In Tel-Aviv the government declares itself in favour 
of more intensive settlement of the occupied territories. 

January to March: Increased fighting in South Lebanon between 
Haddad’s militias backed up by Israel and Palestinian fighters. 

23 February: The Austrian Chancellor Kreisky points out that the 
PLO is increasingly in favour of a peaceful settlement and urges the 
Israelis to adopt a more accommodating attitude. 

12-20 March: 13th session of the Palestinian National Council. The 
PLO demands an autonomous role for itself and calls for an 
independent national state’ on the territories occupied by Israel. 
Arafat is re-elected Chairman of the Executive Committee. 
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10 March: Israel officializes its frontier posts in South Lebanon 
(’correct frontier between Israel and the Haddad sector’’). 

30 March: ‘‘Land Day” is again held, in protest against the 
expropriations in the occupied territories. 

End of March: Side by side with the fighting between Haddad’s 
followers and the Palestinian fighters, the Israeli air raids are resumed 
and continue till the end of June. 

17 March to 17 May: Rabbi Kahana and his followers of the Jewish 
Defence League demonstrate in Nablus in favour of increased Jewish 
settlements. 

27 June: The State Department spokesman declares that no 
territory, not even the West Bank, lies outside the scope of the questions 
to be negotiated. 

29 June: The Heads of State of the EEC countries declare in London 
that they recognize the Palestinian people’s need for a homeland. 

11 July: The P.F.L.P. (which since the 13th session of the Palestinian 
National Council has no longer been represented on the Executive 
Committee of the PLO) calls for a revival of guerilla tactics. Bomb 
outrages in Tel-Aviv on 6 and 28 July. 

4 July: Skirmish between Israelis and Palestinians in the Jordan 
Valley. 

25 July: Chtaura Agreement signed between Lebanon and the 
Palestinians. 

1 August: The U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance begins a tour of 
the Near East mainly concerned with the problem of Palestinian 
representation at the Geneva Conference. 

2 August: Joint Syro-Palestinian declaration calling for an in- 
dependent Palestinian delegation and the creation of a Palestinian 
state. 

9 August: Israel refuses to negotiate with the PLO even if the latter 
accepts Resolution 242. 

14 August: Israel announces that Israeli legislation is hencefor- 
ward to be applicable to the occupied territories. 

August-September: Escalation of joint Haddad and Israeli 
operations against Palestinian positions. 

12 September: Publication of a report by the Swiss League of 
Human Rights accusing Israel of using torture. 

1 October: Joint U.S.-Soviet declaration on the Near East 
simultaneously published in Moscow and in New York. 

2 October: Bomb outrage in Jerusalem. 

28 October: The United Nations General Assembly adopts by an 
overwhelming majority (131 to 1) with the U.S. abstaining a resolution 
declaring that the Jewish colonization of the occupied territories is 
illegal. 

6 November: Archbishop Cappucci is released. 

5-12 November: Violent Israeli air raids on South Lebanon. 

9 November: Sadat proposes to go over to Jerusalem. 

18 November: The Palestinian agency Wafa is closed down in Cairo 
and several hundreds of Palestinians are expelled. 

19-21 November: Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem. Except for Morocco, 
Somalia, Jordan and Sudan, the Arab countries disapprove the 
initiative or actually censure it. 
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1-5 December: First summit meeting of the ’Steadfastness Front”’ 
(Algeria, Syria, Libya, Iraq, the PLO, South Yemen). On 5 December 
Egypt breaks off diplomatic relations with the states attending. 

9-15 December: The U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance makes a 
further tour of the Near East. The United Nations General Assembly 
condemns Israel for violating human rights and collaborating with the 
South African régime. 

14-26 December: Preparatory conference on the Near East in Cairo, 
attended by Israel, Egypt, the United States and an observer from the 
Vatican. 

19 December: Pro-PLO memorandum signed in Jerusalem by the 
West Bank mayors (excepting the mayor of Bethlehem). 

25-26 December: Begin-Sadat summit meeting at Ismailia (Egypt): 
creation of two Egypto-Israeli committees (a political and a military 
committee). 

28 December: The Knesset approves the ’’plan for settling the 
conflict” presented by Mr. Begin. 

31 December: President Carter tours the Near East. 

1978. 

4 January: The PLO representative in London, Said Hammani, is 
assassinated. 

8 January-1 March: Palestinian bomb outrages in Jerusalem. 

17 January: Failure of the meeting of the Egypto-Israeli political 
committee (Jerusalem). The work of the military committee (Cairo) is 
suspended. 

18-20 January: The U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance comes over 
on a’ good offices” mission. 

2-4 February: 2nd summit meeting of the Steadfastness Front in 
Algiers. Arafat declares that Sadat has noright to speak on behalf ofthe 
Palestinians. 

4-13 February: President Sadat makes a trip to the United States. 

10 February: Several prominent persons of moderate views are 
assassinated at Ramallah. 

6-26 February: Demonstrations in Nablus and Hebron against the 
Israeli policy of settlements. 

14-15 February: Meeting of the Central Committee of the PLO. 

20 February - 8 March: The U.S. deputy Secretary of State Dean 
Atherton visits Egypt, Israel and Jordan on a’’good offices” mission. 

5 March: Mr. Begin declares that Resolution 242 does not imply 
withdrawal from the West Bank territories. 

14-21 March: The Israeli army invades South Lebanon. The aim is 
to institute a safety zone” 6 miles deep embracing the Christian 
pro-Israeli enclaves. On 19 March the Security Council passes two 
resolutions (425 and 426) demanding the withdrawal of the Israeliarmy 
and creating the United Nations interim force in Lebanon. 

21-22 March: Begin-Carter talks in Washington. 

27 March: The Council of the Arab League meets in Cairo in the 
absence of the Steadfastness Front countries. Creation of a fund in 
support of the Palestinians of the occupied territories. 

1 April: Egypt rejects the Israeli proposal that the work of the 
political and military committees be resumed. Demonstrations in 
Israel by the ’Peace Now” movement. 
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4,12 and 17 April: Bomb outrages in Jerusalem for which the PLO 
claims the responsibility. On 13 April rockets are fired on Galilee. 

11 April: First partial Israeli withdrawal from South Lebanon. 

14 April: Second partial Israeli withdrawal. 

18 April: Sadat criticizes the Israeli settlement policy. 

20 April: The Israeli settlement policy becomes the responsibility 
of the Ministry of Defence. 

21-25 April: Dean Atherton undertakes a second “good offices” 
mission. 

24-27 April: The PLO declares itself to be ready to help the regular 
authorities re-establish their sovereignty in South Lebanon, to help the 
United Nations interim forces, and to cease all military activity. 

2-5 May: Yasser Arafat and the Jordanian Prime Minister Mr. 
Badrane declare that the ’ Americano-Soviet document” of 1 October 
1977 is a "first step towards peace”’. 

June: First weekly communiqué published by the United Nations 
forces protesting against the continued infiltration of armed personnel 
into its sector. 

2, 15 and 29 June: Bomb outrages in Jerusalem for which the PLO 
claims the responsibility. 

13 June: Third partial Israeli withdrawal from South Lebanon. A 
’safety belt’ along the frontier is handed over to Haddad, whose 
militiamen refuse to allow the United Nations forces into their sector. 

5 July: Publication of the Egyptian scheme for the West Bank and 
Gaza, which Israel has been acquainted with by the United States. 

6 July: Israeli bombers fly over the Lebanese coastline. 

7 July: Israeli warning to Syria against the deterioration of the 
situation in Lebanon. 

7-14 July: In Vienna, President Sadat discusses the Israeli-Arab 
conflict with the leaders of the Socialist International. He also meets Mr. 
Weizmann, the Israeli Defence Minister. 

11-19 July: Comando operations in the region of Haifa, for which the 
PLO claims the responsibility. 

3 August: Following a Palestinian bomb outrage in the market in 
Tel-Aviv, the Israeli air force bombs the Palestinian camp of Zifta 
south of Sayda. The PLO delegate in France, E. Kalak, is assassinated. 

5-8 August: Cyrus Vance undertakes a fresh mission to the Near 
Kast. 

15-25 August: Israel claims to have foiled sixteen attempted 
assassinations by Palestinians. Simultaneously the Palestinian resis- 
tance movement claims responsibility for a series of commando 
operations on the West Bank. 

14-25 August: The UN adopts a resolution equating Zionism with 
racism. 

5-16 September: Tripartite summit meeting at Camp David (United 
States) between U.S., Israeli and Egyptian representatives. Signature 
in Washington on 17.9 of two framework agreements for peace in the 
Near East. 

7-25 September: Heavy artillery duels between Palestinians and 
Haddad’s militiamen in South Lebanon. 

19 September: Kurt Waldheim declares that the Camp David 
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agreements take precedence over the Geneva Conference but do not 
render it superfluous. 

20-23 September: Third summit meeting of the Steadfastness Front 
in Damascus. 

1 October: 122 Palestinian notabilities declare the Camp David 
agreements to be unacceptable. 

2-9 October: The Syrian army shells the Christian districts of 
Beirut. 

12 October: Blair House tripartite talks. 

15-18 October: Beiteddine Conference on Lebanon (Saudi Arabia, 
Koweit, United Arab Emirates, Qatar, and Sudan). 

17 October: Meeting of the Central Committee of the PLO. 
Messrs. Sadat and Begin are awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. 

2-5 November: The 9th Arab summit meeting in Bagdad rejects the 
Camp David agreements. Threat of sanctions should Cairo sign a 
separate peace. 

27-28 November: The UNESCO General Conference, meeting in 
Paris, condems the cultural policy of Israel. 

29 November: The American senator Byrd arrives in the Near East 
on a mission. 

3 December: EEC Declaration on the Near East. 

8 December: The Security Council requests Israel to refrain from 
impeding the work of the United Nations forces. 

10-15 December: Cyrus Vance as a mediator in Egypt and Israel. 

17-18 December: Tel-Aviv and Cairo recall their respective delega- 
tions to Blair House. 

20-21 December: Violent Israeli air raids on South Lebanon. 

23-29 December: PLO Executive Committee meets. 

1979 

2 January: Intensification of Israeli operations in South Lebanon. 

15-24 January: 14th session of the Palestinian National Council, in 
Damascus. 

22 January: Abou Hassan, head of the PLO Department of Special 
Operations, is assassinated in Beirut. 

27-28 January: The signature of a mutual defence pact between 
Syria and Iraq is announced from Damascus. 

9-19 February: The U.S. Secretary for Defence successively visits 
Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan and Israel. 

21 February: The United Nations Commission on Human Rights 
adopts two resolutions condemning Israel for war crimes committedin 
the occupied territories. 

21-25 February: Tripartite negotiations in Damascus between the 
U.S., Israeli and Egyptian diplomatic representatives. 

5 March: The Israeli air force bombs South Lebanon. 

8-13 March: President Carter travels to and fro between Egypt and 
Israel. 

13 March: Fighting between Israelis and Palestinians in South 
Lebanon. 

17 March: Interview between Arafat and Hussein. 

22 March: The Security Council adopts a resolution (by 12 votes to 
nil with 3 abstentions, 1 of which is the U.S.) declaring the creation of 
Jewish settlements in the occupied territories to be illegal. 
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21-23 March: King Hussein visits Riyadh. The sovereigns of both 
countries declare that they refuse to recognize the U.S.-Israeli- 
Egyptian treaty. 

23 March: Resignation of Mahmoud Riad, Secretary-General of the 
League of Arab States. Creation of a Jordano-Palestinian High 
Committee. 

26 March: Signature of the Egypto-Israeli peace treaty in 
Washington. EEC declaration on the Near East. 

27 March: The Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Arab League 
decides to take economic and political sanctions against Egypt. 

29 March: Establishment of two joint Egypto-Israeli commissions, 
one responsible for seeing that the decisions on military matters are 
carried out and the other in charge of the negotiations on Palestinian 
autonomy. 

1 April: Diplomatic relations with Egypt successively broken off 
by all Arab countries except Oman, Somalia, and Sudan. On 2 April the 
headquarters of the League are moved to Tunis. 

2-3 April: Begin-Sadat summit meeting. 

7-8 April: The Central Committee of the PLO meets in Damascus. 

18 April: Saad Haddad proclaims the existence of ’’Free Lebanon”. 
Israeli operations in the sector are intensified. 

29 April: The Israeli government decides that in certain cases the 
authors of terrorist acts will henceforward incur the death sentence. 

2 May: The University of Bir Zeit on the West Bank is closed until 
July. 

9 May: A Palestinian delegation from the West Bank, led by the 
mayor of Ramallah, Mr. Khalaf, visits the USSR. 

25 May: The first meeting of the tripartite commission on 
Palestinian autonomy opens in Beersheva (Israel). Begin-Sadat 
summit meeting coinciding with the restoration of the town of FE] Arish 
to Egypt. 

3 June: The Golan is placed under civilian administration. 

10 June: Disorders on the West Bank. Bethlehem University is 
closed down. 

18 June: The ten EEC countries condemn Israeli policy in the 
occupied territories and declare that the Palestinian people must havea 
homeland. 

27 June: Israeli and Syrian war planes fight above Lebanese 
territory. 

27-29 June: Extraordinary meeting of the Arab League in Tunis, 
attended by all member states except Egypt. Chadli Klibiis appointed 
Secretary-General. 

2 July: Israeli in-depth operation in South Lebanon. 

5-6 July: Further meeting of the Egypto-Israeli commission on the 
autonomy of the West Bank and Gaza, (in Alexandria). 

8 July: Meeting between Arafat, Kreisky and Brandt in Vienna. 

10-11 July: Interview between Begin and Sadat in Alexandria. 

20 July: The Security Council urges Israel to put an end to its 
settlement of the occupied territories. 

22 July: Violent Israeli air raids on South Lebanon. 

6 to 21 August: Meeting of the Egypto-Israeli commission on 
autonomy (Haifa). 
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15 August: Andrew Young resigns from his post as U.S. 
Ambassador to the United Nations, following his meetings with Mr. 
Terzi, the PLO delegate. 

24 August: In view of the intensification of the Israeli air raids on 
South Lebanon, the Lebanese government demands a further meeting 
of the Security Council. 

4-6 September: Begin-Sadat summit meeting in Haifa. 

9-11 September: New meeting of the autonomy commission. 

No progress is recorded. 

16 September: Tel-Aviv authorizes purchases of land in the occup- 
ied territories. 

19 September: A tripartite U.S.-Egypto-Israeli agreement on 
inspection measures for the keeping of peace in the Sinai is signed in 
Washington. 

24 September: Israeli and Syrian planes fight above Lebanese 
territory. 

26 September: Further meeting of the Egypto-Israeli autonomy 
commission. 

6 October: Jordanian memorandum on the mass departures of the 
Arab population of Jerusalem (40,000 have left since 1967). 

9 October: Mr. Fahoum, the President of the Palestinian National 
Council, declares himself to bein favour of unconditional talks with the 
United States. 

10 October: The Palestinian National Front in the Occupied Terri- 
tories, which has as its members the mayors of the principal towns of 
the West Bank and Gaza, is declared illegal by the Israeli authorities. 

14 October: Extension of seven Jewish settlements. 

15-31 October: Skirmishes between Palestinians and Haddad’s mili- 
tiamen. 

17-18 October: Meeting of the autonomy commission (Alexandria). 

21 October: The Foreign Minister, Moshe Dayan, resigns owing to 
differences of opinion with the government on the settlement policy 
and the negotiations on autonomy. 

23-30 October: The special emissary Philip Habib visits Lebanon, 
Jordan, Syria and Israel. 

26 October: Meeting of the autonomy commission, devoted to the 
organization of elections on to the Administrative Council. 

1 November: Bomb outrage at the central bus station in Tel-Aviv. 

8-29 November: Disorders in the West Bank territories. Following 
the arrest of the Mayor of Nablus, all West Bank mayors resign in a 
body. General strikes in the main West Bank towns. 

15 November: Israel returns the Mount Sinai region to Egypt. 

18-28 November: Worsening of the situation in Lebanon. 

20-22 November: Arab summit meeting in Tunis: it declares the 
Washington treaty to be unacceptable and takes note of the 
undertaking given by the PLO to ’’freeze”’ operations based on South 
Lebanon. Libya rejects the resolutions adopted and incites the PLO to 
engage in total war”. 

21 November:A busload of Palestinian workers is stoned on the 


West Bank. 
3 December: Palestinian bomb outrage in Nazareth (Galilee). 
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6 December: The Palestinian agency Wafa estimates that in all 201 
military operations have been carried out by Palestinians in Israel. The 
mayors in the occupied territories are prohibited from attending 
political meetings. 

20-22 December: Following demonstrations, the army surrounds 
Bir Zeit University. 

22 December: An attempted Israeli landing in South Lebanon is 
prevented. 

25-29 December: Air raids on Tebnine in the central sector of South 
Lebanon. 

31 December: The Israeli government decides to buy up the East 
Jerusalem electricity network without the consent of its owners. 

1980. 

2 January: The director of E1 Al is assassinated in Istanbul. 

3-11 January: Several bomb outrages in Jerusalem. 

6 January: Libya breaks off relations with the Fath and expels 
several hundred Palestinian workers. 

7-10 January: Begin-Sadat summit meeting at Aswan. 

25 January: End of the first phase of Israeli withdrawalin the Sinai. 

26 January: An Israeli patrol is ambushed in the Gaza Strip. 

27-29 January: Extraordinary conference of Foreign Ministers of 
the Arab States: it condemns the Israeli acts of aggression in Lebanon. 

2-12 February: The Arab population of Hebron is placed under 
assigned residence. 

13 February: Fighting in Beirut between the Lebanese army andthe 
Palestinian resistance fighters. The Israeli army takes action against 
camps in the West Bank territories. 

26 February: Israel and Egypt exchange ambassadors. 

16 and 26 February: Palestinian bomb outrages at Hebron and in 
Gaza. 

27 February: The autonomy commission meets once again (in 
Alexandria) 

1 March: The Security Council unanimously censures Israel for its 
policy of settlement in "the Occupied Territories, including Jeru- 
salem”’. 

1-10 March: President Giscard d’Estaing pays an official visit tothe 
countries on the Persian Gulf and to Jordan, in the course of which he 
reasserts the right of the Palestinians to self-determination. 

3 March: The PLO denies that it has anything to do with the recent 
assassination of a Spanish lawyer. 

4 March: Bassam Chakaa, the mayor of Nablus, is forbidden to 
travel to Libya; he is then forbidden to go to Canada. 

12 March: Austria recognizes the PLO. 

14 March: The United Nations Commission on Human Rights 
condemns Israel. 

15-22 March: Saad Haddad’s militiamen shell Sayda. The Israeli 
artillery severely shells the frontier area. The Palestinians retaliate by 
shelling Galilee. 

28 March: The PLO office in New Delhi is raised to the status of a 
diplomatic mission. 

4 April: Tokyo recognizes the PLO as the body legitimately 
representing the Palestinians. 
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7 April: The A.L.F.in Bagdad claims responsibility for the taking of 
hostages at Misgam Am in Upper Galilee. 

9-15 April: Week of demonstrations on the West Bank; the Arab 
University of Bir Zeit is closed down. 

12 April: The Palestinian resistance movement claims responsibi- 
lity for an incident affecting a petrochemical goods warehouse in 
Jerusalem. 

16 and 24 April: Palestinian bomb outrage in Jericho. 

18 April: Israeli raid on the South Lebanon coast, against 
Palestinian positions. 

22 April: The authorities prevent the holding in Ramallah of a 
meeting of the ’national orientation” committee set up in the occupied 
territories under the Camp David agreements. 

24 April: The Security Council condemns the Israeli operations in 
Lebanon. Acts of vandalism by settlers at E] Bireh and Ramallah. 

26-27 April: Shopkeepers and workers on strike in these two towns. 

1 May: Discussions on autonomy are resumed at Herzliya. 

2 May: Bomb attack on Jewish settlers in Hebron in reprisal action 
against the siting of religious establishments in the town centre: 6 fatal 
casualties. Expulsion of three prominent Palestinians over the 
Lebanese frontier: the mayors of Hebron and Khalkhoul, Messrs. 
Kawasmih and Melhem, and the imam of the mosque in Hebron. 

4 May: Bomb attack on the Palestinian camp of Djellazoun in 
Jerusalem. 

7 May: In retaliation against the Hebron incident, Israeli landings 
on the Lebanese coast. 

14 May: Attack on the Kibbutz Hanita in Upper Galilee, for which 
the P.F.L.P. claims responsibility. A Bill providing for the annexation 
of East Jerusalem is introduced into the Knesset. Egypt abandons the 
idea of resuming the autonomy negotiations. 

16-17 May: Israeli operations in the region of Sayda and bombing of 
the Palestinian camps in the suburbs of Sour. 

20 May: The Security Council requests Israel to reverse the 
deportation order against the three Palestinians from the West Bank. 

22 May: Congress of the Fath. It advocates the intensification of the 
armed struggle and the establishment of a non-denominational state in 
Palestine. 

1 June: The Israeli authorities prohibit the circulation of two Israeli 
Arabic daily papers in the West Bank territories. 

2June: Attempted assassination of the mayors of Nablus, Ramallah 
and HE] Bireh. | 

6-7 June: Meeting of the Central Committee of the PLO in Damascus. 

16 June: A Palestinian commando arriving by sea is arrested at 
Akko. 

13-17 June: The Council of Europe meeting in Venice issues an 
eleven-point declaration on the Near East condemning the Israeli 
occupation and demanding that the PLO take part in the peace 
negotiations. 

19-26 June: Israeli operation deep into the central sector of South 
Lebanon. 

22-23 June: Meeting of the Steadfastness Front in Tripoli. 
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25 June: By a very large majority the ILO adopts a resolution 
condemning Israeli colonization of the occupied terrtories. 

30 June: Israeli operation north of the River Litani. (South 
Lebanon). The Security Council adopts a resolution strongly 
disapproving of the Israeli policy for Jerusalem. 

1 July: Israeli air raid on South Lebanon. 

2 July: U.S.-Egypto-Israeli tripartite meeting in Washington. 

5 July: Egypt announces the resumption of the negotiations on 
Palestinian autonomy. 

7 July: By 14 votes to 1 (the U.S.), the Security Council requests 
Israel to reverse the decisions affecting Jerusalem. Bomb attack on a 
bus near Tel-Aviv. 

11 July: The World Jewish Congress declares itself in favour of a 
settlement of the Israeli-Arab conflict which would make provision for 
*recognition of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people”. 

13 July: Resumption of the discussions on autonomy in Cairo. They 
are once more broken off on 15 July on the initiative of Egypt. 

17 July: Joint operations by Israel and by the conservative 
Lebanese forces in the central and eastern sectors of South Lebanon. 

24 July: Death of two Palestinian prisoners on hunger strike in 
Israel. 

26-28 July: Violent Israeli air raids on South Lebanon. 

29 July: The United Nations General Assembly reasserts the right 
of the Palestinian people to self-determination and to the establishment 
of a ’’sovereign and independent state’. 

30 July: The Israeli nationality law is amended in order to facilitate 
the naturalization of the Druses of the Golan. The Knesset also passes 
the law proclaiming ’’reunified Jerusalem the eternal capital ofIsrael’’. 

1 August: General Sharon advocates the extension of Israeli 
sovereignty to the Golan. Sadat declares that the new law on Jerusalem 
will not affect the negotiations on that city. 

1-7 August: Israeli naval operations north of Sour, combined with 
air raids and long-range shelling. The United Nations forces 
headquarters is bombed. 

2 August: Egypt suspends the autonomy negotiations. 

2-17 August: 465 Palestinian detainees in Israel goon hunger strike. 

Oo August: Meeting between Yasser Arafat and Gaston Thorn, 
Chairman of the EEC Council of Ministers. 

14-15 August: Israeli operations against the Palestinian ’bases” at 
Sayda and Sour. 

13 August: The United States announce that the State Department 
does not accept the unilateral change in the status of Jerusalem. 

18-20 August: Israeli air raids in the region of the Chateau de 
Beaufort beyond the River Litani in South Lebanon, on Nabatiyeh and 
on the Palestinian camp of Rachidiyeh on the coast. 

27-30 August: Heavy air raids on the west sector of South Lebanon 
combined with heavy shelling from the sea. 

1 September: Arafat orders general mobilization of all Palestinian 
forces in Lebanon. Amnesty International publishes a report on Israeli 
practices in the occupied territories. 

4 September: Egypt agrees to resume the talks on autonomy. 
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6 September: At Shfaram in Galilee 150 leaders of the Israeli Arab 
community adopt a pro-PLO nationalist charter. 

17-26 September: Escalation of shelling over the frontier area, up to 
Sour and Sayda, by the Israeli artillery and Haddad’s militias. Mass 
departures of the population. 

5-6 October: Israeli air raids north of the River Litani. 

8 October: A treaty of friendship and cooperation between Syria and 
the USSR is signed in Moscow. 

14 October: Resumption of the autonomy discussions. The UN once 
again condemns the Israeli policy in the occupied territories. 

17 October: Israeli troops landed by helicopter at several points in 
South Lebanon. 

18-20 October: Shelling of Sayda and Nabatiyeh by Haddad’s 
militias. 

22 October: Israeli raid south of Beirut. 

23-30 October: Succession of Israeli incursions and air raids on 
South Lebanon. 

26-30 October: First official visit to Egypt of the Israeli President, 
Mr. Navon. 

6 November: Palestinian rocket attack on Kyriat Shmona. 

7 November: Israeli reprisal raid on the Chateau de Beaufort. 

13 November: Palestinian operation near Misgav Am on the 
Lebanese frontier. 

18 November: Series of repressive measures against students’ and 
schoolchildren’s demonstrations in the West Bank territories. 

15-20 November: Nabatiyeh and Sour shelled by the Israeli artillery 
and Haddad’s militias. 

25-27 November: Arab summit meeting at Amman. Absent: the 
PLO, Algeria, Lebanon, Libya, Syria and South Yemen. 

1 December: The UN General Assembly adopts a resolution calling 
for the "complete and unconditional’ withdrawal of Israel from the 
occupied territories. 

2 December: The Council of Europe adopts a statement on the Near 
East (self-determination for the Palestinians, and Israeli withdrawal to 
the pre-1967 frontiers). 

6-9 December: Demonstration on the West Bank against the 
expulsion of the mayors of Hebron and Ramallah. The University of 
Bethlehem is closed down. 

14 December: 7,200 West Bank teachers strike for better pay. 
Several dozen arrests. 

15 December: The UN General Assembly requests the Security 
Council to take binding sanctions against Israel. 

18-21 December: Israeli operation near the Kardali bridge on the 
Litani. 3 Syrian soldiers are killed. 

19 December: The mayors of Hebron and Khalhoul go on hunger 
strike. 

30 December: The Israeli Supreme Court requests the government 
to adjourn its decision to take over the Jerusalem District Electricity 
Company, which is a Palestinian company providing East Jerusalem 
with its electricity. 

31 December: Israeli and Syrian war planes fight above South 
Lebanon. 
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1981 

3 January: Israeli air raid on Sour. 

9 January: Crown Prince Hassan of Jordan expresses disapproval 
of the ’ Jordan option” proposed by the Israeli Labour Party. 

18 January: The Israeli government announces a speeding-up in the 
building and enlarging of settlements during the months preceding the 
July general election. 

18-19 January: Four United Nations soldiers are killed in 
skirmishes with Palestinian fighters. 

23 January: The Israeli army and Haddad’s militias shell Sour. 
Symposium in Brussels on the Arabs in the occupied territories. The 
mayors of Hebron and Khalhoul accuse Israel of seeking to merge the 
water and electricity supplies of these territories with its own. 

25-28 January: The Islamic States summit conference in Saudi 
Arabia rejects Security Council Resolution 242 and once more declares 
that the PLO is the one body legitimately representing the Palestinian 
people. 

26 January: The U.S. State Department condemns the Israeli 
government’s decision to create further Jewish settlements. 

29-31 January: Israel bombs and shells Sour, Sayda and Nabatiyeh. 

2 February: Interview between Mr. Kaddoumi, head of the political 
department of the PLO, and the French Foreign Minister, M. Frangcois- 
Poncet. 

3-11 February: Israeli commando operation near Sayda. 

5 February: Over 3,700 acres of publicly-owned land are 
requisitioned in the region of Nablus. 

10 February: President Sadat addresses the European Parliament 
in Luxemburg. 

13 February: Fighting between Israeli and Syrian planes over 
Lebanese territory. 

15 February: General Callaghan, an Irishman, supersedes General 
Erskine at the head of the United Nations interim force. 

23-24 February: Helicopter-borne commando operation against the 
village of Kfour (near Nabatiyeh) in South Lebanon. 

25 February: The discovery of a ’’terrorist’”” network operating 
*under the cover of a religious organization” is announced in 
Jerusalem. Several dozen arrests. 

2-3 March: Israeli raid in the region of Sour. 

5-7 March: Talks between Mr. Kaddoumi and the Austrian 
Chancellor Kreisky. 

7 March: Palestinian commandos attempt to infiltrate into Israel on 
delta wing gliders. 

11 March: The Israeli parliament rejects the proposal to annex the 
Golan. 

12 March: End of the West Bank teachers’ strike, the Israeli military 
authorities having partially satisfied their wage demands. 

20-24 March: Heavy shelling of the central sector of South Lebanon. 

29-31 March: Israeli naval operation north of Sour. 

2-5 April: Israeli operation against the Palestinian bases” in the 
western sector of South Lebanon. 

3-9 April: The U.S. Secretary of State Alexander Haig makes a tour 
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of the Near East, his object being to combine an "anti-Soviet strategic 
consensus” with the settlement of the Israeli-Arab conflict. 

9-10 April: Combined air and sea operation against Nabatiyeh and 
Damour (South Lebanon). 

11-19 April: 15th session of the Palestinian National Council in 
Damascus. Election of a new Executive Committee, on which the 
P.F.L.P. is once again represented. The Council condemns international 
terrorism and rejects the idea of mutual recognition between Israelis 
and Palestinians. 

14 April: Rockets are fired from Jordan over the Jordan Valley. 

16 April: The national orientation committee is declared illegal’. 

19-30 April: Escalation of Israeli military operations: bombing of 
civilian targets in Sayda. Reprisal attack on Kiriat Shmona (Upper 
Galilee). 

4 May: Tripartite negotiations between Egypt, Israel and the U.S. 
with a view to the creation ofa multinational peace-keeping force in the 
Sinai. 

6 May: Talks between Yasser Arafat and the Austrian Chancellor 
Kreisky in Riyadh. 

4-27 May: Israeli air raids on the central and eastern sectors of 
South Lebanon, while Israel builds up its positions on the frontier to a 
marked degree. On 20 May Israel confiscates 2,470 acres of land in the 
region of E] Bireh. 

28 May: Israeli raid on Damour. 

1 June: The PLO representative in Brussels is assassinated. 

2 June: Israeli air raids on Palestinian bases north of Sour (20 
killed). 

3 June: Israeli raid on the Nahr el Bared camp near Tripoli (North 
Lebanon). General strike among the Druses in the Golan following the 
arresting of the mayors of 5 villages who had protested against the 
proposal to impose Israeli identity cards. 

4 June: Meeting between Begin and Sadat at Sharm-el-Sheikh. 

7 June: The Israeli air force bombs the nuclear power station at 
Tamuz (Iraq). 

26 June: The conclusion of an outline agreement on the 
multinational peace-keeping force for the Sinai is announced. 

10 July onwards: Israel embarks ona violent military offensive of a 
preventive nature in all sectors of South Lebanon. The Israeli military 
authorities accuse the PLO of greatly strengthening its positions there. 

12-14 July: Israeli air raids south of Beirut and on Damour. 

12-15 July: Palestinian reprisal action on Galilee (Kyriat Shmona 
and Naharya). 

16 July: Israel destroys several bridges in Lebanon, thus isolating a 
part of South Lebanon, including Sour, from the rest of the country. 

17 July: Particularly destructive Israeli air raid on the western 
sector of Beirut (several hundred casualties). The Zahrani refinery is 
hit. 

18 July: Israeli towns and villages in the Jordan Valley are 
bombarded with rockets by the Palestinians. 

19-20 July: Combined Israeli air, sea and land attacks on several 
towns in South Lebanon. 
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22 July: The Security Council unanimously calls for a cease-fire 
within 48 hours. Arafat accepts. 

9-24 July: President Reagan’s special envoy Philip Habib is sent 
over on a fresh mission to the Near East. 

22-24 July: The Israeli air raids on strategic bridges in South 
Lebanon continue. 

24 July: Philip Habib announces "the end of all military action in 
South Lebanon’. Negotiations in Jerusalem for a cease-fire putting an 
end to the war. 

7 August: Crown Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia presents an eight- 
point peace plan. 

23 August: The PLO peace plan is presented at a seminar in Sri 
Lanka on the Palestinian question. It involves the withdrawal of the 
Israelis from the territories occupied in 1967, a transitional period 
under the control of the UN and the PLO, and an international 
conference attended by Palestinians and Israelis. The Wafa agency 
announces 8 military operations in Israel and the occupied territories. 

25-26 August: Egypto-Israeli summit meeting in Alexandria. The 
resumption of the autonomy negotiations is announced. 

6 September: The breaking-up of a Fath network in Ramallah is 
announced. 

10 September: A conference of solidarity with the Lebanese and 
Palestinian peoples is held in Beirut. 

20 September: The Israeli authorities appoint an official 
responsible for ’’promoting village associations” designed to 
counterbalance the influence of the pro-PLO mayors. 

23-24 September: After 18 months’ interval, the tripartite autonomy 
negotiations are resumed in Cairo. 

1 October: Jewish settlers refuse to evacuate Yamit. The Israeli 
government adopts a project for a change in the status of the occupied 
territories of the Sinai. 

8 October: Abou Charar, head of the PLO information department, 
is assassinated in Rome. 

12 October: While in Japan on atour of the region, Arafat describes 
Prince Fahd’s plan as ’’an important platform for the establishment of 
peace in the Near East’. Palestinian commandos infiltrate into the zone 
controlled by the United Nations forces. 

13 October: EEC decides to look more thoroughly into the Saudi 
Arabian peace proposals. Lord Carrington is requested to undertake a 
mission to Riyadh. 

16 October: The Saika and the central command of the P.F.L.P 
reject the Fahd Plan. 

1 November: A civilian administrator, Menahem Milson, takes over 
from the military governor in the occupied territories. 

2-15 November: Strikes and demonstrations in the West Bank 
territories. Bir Zeit University is closed down for two months. The 
Israeli parliament re-enacts the emergency legislation in force since 
1967. 

9 November: Secret meeting of the national orientation committee. 

13 November: The Executive Committee of the PLO, meeting in 
Beirut, recommends examination of the Fahd Plan, with the exception 
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of Point 7, by the forthcoming summit meeting of the Arab States in Fez. 

23 November: It is announced in London that Great Britain, the 
Netherlands, France and Italy will provide troops for the multinational 
force in the Sinai (M.F.O.). 

30 November: Signature of a U.S.-Israeli strategic cooperation 
protocol in Washington. 

5 December: The Israelis warn Damascus and the PLO against 
further strengthening of the Palestinian military infrastructure in 
South Lebanon. 

9 December: Arafat-Kreisky interview at Abu Dhabi. 

14 December: Yasser Arafat is received by the new Greek prime 
minister Mr. Papandreou. The PLO office in Athens is given diplomatic 
status. The Israeli parliament passes a Bill extending Israeli 
legislation to cover the Golan. The Druse population of the Golan calls 
a general strike. 

18 December: In protest against the annexation the United States 
suspend the discussions on the implementation of the strategic agree- 
ment. 

22 December: Arafat inspects the Palestinian military positions in 
South Lebanon. 

28 December: Meeting of the Central Committee of the PLO, in 
Damascus. The meeting denounces the annexation of the Golan andthe 
contribution of the European countries tothe Sinai peace-keeping force 
and once more declares that any settlement of the conflict with Israel 
must be based on the programme of the PLO. 

1982 

6 January: Israel warns the Palestinians that any breach of the 
cease-fire will have the most serious consequences. 

7 January: Yasser Arafat and the Lebanese leaders believe a large- 
scale Israeli attack on South Lebanon to be imminent. A start is made 
on the dismantling of the agricultural buildings and equipment at the 
settlement at Yamit (Sinai). 

6-20 January: The Security Council meets on the question of the 
Israeli refusal to repeal the law on the annexation of the Golan. Syria 
calls for binding sanctions. A resolution proposed by Jordan iS vetoed 
by the United States. 

10 January: Tripartite negotiations on autonomy. 

12-16 January: The U.S. Secretary of State Alexander Haig in 
Egypt. 

17 January: The Israeli Defence Minister goes to Cairo to negotiate 
the final stage in the Israeli withdrawal from Sinai. 

21 January: Yasser Arafat’s adviser, Mr. Sartaoui, advocates 
contacts with the democratic forces in Israel. 

30 January: Israel claims that the infiltration of a Palestinian 
commando into the Jordan Valley is a violation of the cease-fire and 
concentrates troops and equipment along the Lebanese frontier. 

1 February: The Israeli press publishes the government’s 
“autonomy” proposals. 

2 February: The Israeli army newspaper publishes the map of the 
West Bank and Golan showing the 16 points at which fortified settlements 
are to be built. 

5 February: The special session of the United Nations General 
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Assembly adopts a resolution calling for “global sanctions” to isolate 
Israel in all areas - military, economic, diplomatic and cultural. 

12 February: The Druses of the Golan call a general and complete 
strike for an indefinite period in protest against the annexation. 

15 february: The Arab Committee on South Lebanon (Lebanon, 
Syria, Saudi Arabia and the PLO) meets in Tunis. 

25 February: Military blockade of the Golan. 

26 February: Philip Habib makes a further tour of the Near East. 

3-5 March: President Mitterand in Israel on an official visit. 

4 March: The French Foreign Minister Claude Cheysson meets the 
mayois of Bethlehem, Nablus, Ramallah and Gaza. 

8 March: General strike in Nablus. 

11 March: The National Orientation Committee is declared illegal. 

18 March: The proceedings of the Arab Committee on South 
Lebanon reach a deadlock owing to disagreement between Lebanese 
and Palestinians. 

23 March: Meeting of Arab chiefs of staff. 

31 March: Lord Carrington, Chairman of the EEC Council of 
Ministers, meets the mayors of the four main towns of the West Bank 
and Gaza (Ramallah, Nablus, Bethlehem and Gaza). 

1 April: The Palestinian National Council calls a general strike for 
an indefinite period in the West Bank territories and the GazaStrip, but 
with little result. 

2 April: On the Security Council the United States veto a resolution 
ordering Israel to restore the mayors of EF] Bireh, Nablus and Ramallah 
to office. 

4 April: The Israeli diplomat, Mr. Barsimentov, is assassinated in 
Paris. 

5 April: The Israeli minister Shamir declares that Israel will 
‘“‘crush terrorism, its leaders and its bases wherever it can reach them”’. 

7 April: General Eytan of Israel confirms that cease-fire is to be 
understood as signifying a total ban on all operations by the 
Palestinians and that there is no difference in this respect between the 
launching of a grenade in Gaza and the firing of shells over the 
Lebanese frontier. 

11 April: An Israeli soldier shoots at the crowd of worshippers in 
front of the El] Aqsa mosque, killing two Arabs. Agitation continues 
throughout the month and Israeli reprisal action is particularly 
violent; more than 10 deaths are caused, including those of several 
children. 

13-28 April: Emergency special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly on Palestine. The resolution adopted condemns 
Israeli policy in the occupied territories and declares that Israel has 
failed to respect its commitments as a member of the UN. 

21 April: The Israeli air force bombs South Lebanon, thus violating 
the cease-fire (30 deaths). 

25 April: Final Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai and posting ofthe 
multinational peace-keeping force (M.F.O.). 

1 May: The Chairman of the EEC Council of Ministers, Mr. Leo 
Tindemans, successively visits Saudi Arabia, Koweit, Egypt and 
Israel. 


152 


3 May: Deadlock in the autonomy talks. Mr. Begin requests that in 
future they be held in Jerusalem as well as in Egypt. 

5 May: The military blockade of the Golan which began on 25 
February is lifted. 

9 May: The Israeli air force bombs South Lebanon, thus violating 
the cease-fire (15 people killed). 

12 May: In Geneva, WHO condemns the Israeli policy in the 
occupied territories. 

14 May: The Wafa agency announces that since 20 March 25 Arabs 
have been killed in the West Bank territories. 

3 June: Attempted assassination of the Israeli ambassador in 
London, Shlomo Argov. Its authorship is claimed by the dissident 
Palestinian group Abou Nidal. 

4-5 June: In retaliation the Israeli air force bombs densely 
populated districts in the southern suburbs of Beirut, the refugee camp 
at Sayda and several other places in South Lebanon. Over 300 fatal 
casualties. The Palestinian artillery shells Upper Galilee in reprisal 
action (1 fatal casualty). 

5 June: The United Nations Security Council adopts Resolution 508 
calling for “immediate and simultaneous” cessation of the military 
operations on the Lebanese frontier by all parties to the conflict. 

6 June: Beginning of the combined air, sea and land operation on 
Lebanese territory, the original object of which - according to the 
Israeli government, which has entitled it “Peace for Galilee” - is to 
drive the Palestinians back to a point 25 miles from the north frontier of 
Israel. The Security Council unanimously adopts Resolution 509 
calling for “immediate and unconditional withdrawal” of the Israeli 
troops from Lebanon. The Israeli armoured columns enter Lebanon 
along 3 main axes. A hundred or so tanks push up towards Sour via 
the coast road, while a second armoured brigade enters the country 
through the sector held by Haddad and to the east a mechanized infantry 
battalion moves up towards the valley of the Litani. 

7 June: During the morning the Israelis take the Chateau de 
Beaufort (defended by a little over a hundred Palestinian fighters). 
Nabatiyeh and Sour are taken by Blitzkrieg tactics, Sour being 
subjected to a 48-hour deluge of fire under the combined attack of tanks 
and aircraft; its population is obliged to take refuge on the beach. By the 
end of the evening Sayda is encircled. Israeli commandos land 15 miles 
south of Beirut and fighting is particularly fierce at Saadiyat, Damour 
and Jiyyeh. 

§ June: The Israelis encircle the Chouf and the whole of the ““Druse 
country’’, which puts up no resistance. By the end of the day the moutain 
tops are all occupied and the Israeli army thus commands the 
approaches of the Bekaa. The first engagements between Israelis and 
Syrians take place in the air and between armoured formations; the 
Syrians are obliged to yield ground. A resolution presented by Spain 
condemning Israel for failing to observe Resolutions 508 and 509 and 
calling for a withdrawal is vetoed by the United States. 

9 June: The Israelis maintain and continue their advance; on the 
coast they are now only 121/, miles from Beirut. To the east they have 
control of the Barouk and there is increased fighting with Syrian 
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troops, who have withdrawn to the Beirut-Damascus road. Several Sam 
6 missile bases are destroyed and the Syrian air force loses about 20 of 
its Mig 21’s and 23’s. Syrian calls up its reservits. 

10 June: President Reagan orders Israel to withdraw its troops. 
Exchange of messages between Brezhnev and Reagan. Béchir Gemayel 
declares that the Kataeb (Falangists) will not intervene on the Israeli 
side and that their one objective is to support “‘the Lebanese state and 
its army’’. The EEC ministers “strongly condemn the Israeli invasion 
of Lebanon and refer to “‘possibilities of future action”. 

Bombs are dropped on the southern districts of Beirut (the sports city, 
Fakhami and Basta); leaflets are also dropped on the town advising the 
Syrians to abandon it. 

A column of refugees on the way out of Beirut is deliberately bombed by 
the Israeli air force (57 killed and 75 injured). Pockets of resistance 
still hold outin the south, at Nabatiyeh, in the Rachidiyeh camp south of 
Sour, and elsewhere. 

11 June: Early in the morning the Israeli air force starts bombing 
the districts of Basta, Fakham and Sabra in Beirut and the town of 
Chtoura and the raid continues for two hours. Once again it deliberately 
bombs convoys of refugees (killing over 130). These particularly 
deadly raids on purely civilian targets precede the cease-fire proposed 
by Israel which Syria declares it will observe. 

12 June: The air raids continue on the southern outskirts of Beirut, 
whereas further south Sayda has not yet fallen. Israel announces that 
cease-fire will apply to the “terrorists” from 7 p.m. onwards. The 
Palestinians agree to it, but only on the basis of Security Council 
Resolutions 508 and 509. 

13 June: Air raid on Basta and Mazraa in the centre of Beirut. In the 
evening General Sharon, at the head of his troops, enters the town of 
Baabda, where the President of the Republic has his official residence. 

14 June: The Israelis link up with the Falangists north-east of 
Hadeth and move towards the Metn-Nord in Christian territory. 

15 June: Ain el Hilweh falls after 10 days of siege. The Israeli 
armoured forces at Mkalles in Falangist territory (north-east of Beirut) 
cut the Beirut-Damascus road at Baabda, thus completing the 
encirclement of the capital. 

16-20 June: Artillery engagements between the Syrian Arab 
Deterrent Forces with the Palestinian support and the Israeli forces in 
the outlying southern suburbs of Beirut. 

20 June: First meeting of the Lebanese Committee of National 
Safety. 

21 June: The Israeli artillery and naval forces heavily shell the 
Shiite poorer districts of Beirut. 

22 June: As they proceed towards Aley and Bhamdoun the Israeli 
forces meet with resistance from the Syrian artillery. An atmosphere of 
panic is deliberately created in West Beirut as cars containing booby 
traps and shells of all calibres explode in the residential districts and 
the heart of the shopping district and several thousand people attempt to 
make their way into the sector controlled by the Falangists. The 
permanent fear of an imminent Israeli onslaught is designedly kept 
alive by a communiqué from the United States embassy to the effect 
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that the latter “is no longer in a position to ensure of its assistance and 
protection those of its nationals who do not leave West Beirut with 
maximum speed.” 

23 June: Engagements between Israelis and Syrians in the Bekaa 
and round Aley and Bhamdoun. The Israeli naval forces and artillery 
continue their unceasing shelling of the southern suburbs of Beirut. 

24 June: The Israelis take Bhamdoun. The Syrian troops are obliged 
to evacuate Aley and are thus pushed back over 18 miles east of Beirut. 

25 June onwards: West Beirut and its suburbs are submitted to the 
daily hell of combined bombing and shelling on a greatly increased 
scale, while the Israeli artillery posted on the surrounding hills holds 
the entire western portion of the town at its mercy. An institution 
housing old people and mental cases is made a deliberate target. Use of 
fragmentation bombs becomes systematic. Indirect negotiations 
between the PLO and Israel through Philip Habib and through the 
Lebanese Prime Minister Chafic Wazzan and the Sunnite leader Saéb 
Salam. 

26 June: The Israelis encircle Aley. The United States veto a 

Security Council resolution proposed by France which demands the 
withdrawal of the Israeli forces in action round Beirut as a first step 
towards the total withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon and the 
simultaneous withdrawal of the Palestinian fighters into the camps. 
The Algerian government declares that the veto “manifestly 
demonstrates the direct involvement of the United States in the 
aggression against Lebanon and the genocide of the Palestinian 
people.” 
The General Assembly adopts, by 127 votes to those of Israel and the 
United States, a resolution condemning Israel for not complying with 
Security Council Resolutions 508 and 509 and threatening to take 
sanctions should it persist in its refusal to do so. 

27-28 June: Israel launches a psychological campaign of 
intimidation (through leaflets and through special broadcasts on 
Radio-Israel) calling on the population to escape from Beirut “‘while 
there is still time’. Resignation of the U.S. Secretray of State Alexander 
Haig. Fall of Bhamdoun. Fresh Syrian retreat. In the south, the Israeli 
army incites the population to “collaborate” and inform against 
recalcitrant elements. 

29 June: In the wake of the Israeli occupants, the Falangists set out 
to achieve control of the Cazad’Aley. Increasing engagements between 
Falangists and the Druses of Jumblatt’s Progressive Socialist Party, 
leading to 30 deaths and more in two days. Béchir Gemayel’s militias 
‘“‘mop up” Damour and its surrounding area. 

1 July: At the request of the Saudi Arabian authorities, Béchir 
Gemayel goes over to Taif for talks on the problem of the future of the 
Palestinians in Lebanon. 

2 July: A Franco-Egyptian working document submitted to the 
United Nations Security Council contains proposals for an immediate 
cease-fire, simultaneous withdrawal of Israelis and Palestinian 
combatants from Beirut, the sending-out of observers to supervise the 
withdrawals, etc. Joint appeal by Mendés-France, and by Nahum 
Goldman and Philip Klutznick, respectively founder and president of 
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the World Jewish Congress, for an end to the fighting and the opening of 
talks between Palestinians and Israelis. 

3 July: The Israeli armoured formations station themselves on the 
“boundary” between West Beirut and the Falangist sector, at the 
Museum access. The water and electricity are cut off. Medical supplies 
are prevented from entering West Beirut and even food convoys are 
obliged to turn back. At the Galerie Semaan Israelis and Falangists 
completely block the way except for traffic from west to east. 

4 July:Ina memorandum submitted to the Lebanese Sunnite leader 
Saeb Salam, Yasser Arafat proposes the establishment of a buffer zone 
between the belligerents occupied by an international force, the 
departure of the Palestinian fighters to Damascus and the stationing of 
the Lebanese army throughout West Beirut. The Security Council 
adopts Resolution 513 demanding respect for the rights of the civilian 
population of Lebanon and condemning all hostile acts against it. 

6 July: President Reagan proposes sending United States marines 
to evacuate the Palestinian fighters by sea. Yasser Arafat objects that 
“the 6th U.S. War Fleet, which helped to kill our women and children, 
cannot protect us.”’ 

7 July: The Israeli artillery shells the centre of West Beirut 
(Mousseitbeh and Mar Elias). 

8 July: Brezhnev opposes the sending of U.S. troops to Lebanon. 
The Israeli artillery pounds the southern suburbs with shells while 
Palestinian shells hit the Israeli positions in the mountains. 

9 July: Francois Mitterand speaks of ‘‘the Oradour perpetrated by 
Israel in Lebanon.” The World Jewish Congress declares itself in 
favour of the effective implementation of the legitimate rights of the 
Palestinian people. 

11 July: The Israeli navy, air force and artillery shell or bomb all 
parts of West Beirut indiscriminately. The culminating pointis reached 
during the day, when, according to the newspaper L’Orient-Le Jour, 
Beirut experiences ‘an utter apocalypse’. The hospitals (Berbir and 
Makassed), embassies and residential districts are subjected to a 
deluge of fire with 30 shells falling every minute. The Palestinian 
forces retaliate by bombing Achrafieh. Fresh PLO proposals are 
submitted to the French and Saudi Arabian governments (withdrawal 
of the Palestinian fighters into the camps and departure of their 
leaders). 

13 July: 122 Israeli reservists write a joint letter requesting 
permission to serve no longer in Lebanon. 

15 July: Mitterand receives Farouk Kaddoumi as a member of a 
mission representing the League of Arab States. 

17 July: In Tel-Aviv over 200,000 people demonstrate in favour of 
Begin and Sharon. 

20 July: A rocket fired from Lebanese territory falls on the centre of 
Kyriat Shmoneh. The negotiations are at a standstill. The Israelis 
increase their military build-up on the southern outskirts of Beirut. 

21 July: On the feast day marking the end of Ramadan Yasser 
Arafat expresses his surprise at the silence observed by the Arab 
leaders abroad. 

22 July: Israel goes over to the offensive in Beirut and in the Bekaa. 
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At Sayda a Palestinian commando attacks the Israeli HQ, killing two 
senior officers. 

24 July: The active resistance of the Druse population forces the 
Falangists to evacuate Aley. 

25 July: Arafat declares that he accepts all the UN resolutions on 
Palestine. 

26, 27 and 28 July: Resumption of the shelling and bombing, which 
reach their maximum degree of intensity. 

27 July: A Lebanese minister qualifies the bombing and shelling as 
“bloodthirsty hysteria”. All districts are affected and over 600 
casualties are recorded for the one day. The Palestinians shell Jounieh 
in retaliation (13 injured). The blockade of the capital becomes 
increasingly intolerable: Chafic Wazzan accuses Israel of “seeking to 
kill the city through hunger and thirst if not with fire’’. 

29 July: The United Nations Security Council adopts Resolution 515 
demanding the raising of the blockade on humanitarian grounds; the 
United States abstain from voting on the pretext that the Security 
Council is adopting “hasty” procedure. In an interview granted to Le 
Monde, Nabih Berri, the President of the Amal Shiite Movement, 
declares that the Israelis “are not merely seeking to drive the 
Palestinians out of Lebanon but are seeking to drive out the Lebanese 
themselves”. He adds: “In the district of Borj E] Barajneh and that of 
the airport, where the sight is apocalyptic, the population is entirely 
composed of Shiites of the poorer classes. The raids there are intended 
exclusively for the Lebanese.”’ 

30-31 July and 1 August: The air raids and the shelling from the sea 
reach their culminating point on 1 August, when they continue 
uninterruptedly for fifteen hours; nearly 200,000 shells are fired and 
there are over 200 separate air attacks. 200 dead are picked up and many 
others remain buried under the ruins. The Israelitroops have advanced 
in the southern suburbs and have taken Khaldé airport. Saeb Salam 
declares that Israel ‘““wishes to destroy Beirut and Lebanon and refuses 
any political settlement”. The Security Council adopts Resolution 516 
authorizing the sending of observers; the latter are turned back by 
Israel. 

2 August: Brezhnev requests Reagan to use his influence and any 
means in his power to put an end to the extermination of human beings 
taking place in Beirut. He declares that “the Lebanese tragedy will 
leave an indelible stain on the consciences of all those who could have 
halted the aggressor and failed to do so’. Habib proposes a new peace 
plan involving the departure of the Palestinian fighters to an Arab 
country prior to the arrival of an international force, and an Israeli 
withdrawal from Beirut. The PLO proposes that the Palestinian 
withdrawal should take place 36 hours after the arrival of the 
multinational force and insists that the safety of the camps should be 
guaranteed. On this latter point Habib is supposed to have answered in 
the affirmative. 

4 August: The Israeli troops attempt to encircle West Beirut by 
advancing in three main directions: from the harbour, from the east via 
the Museum access, and from the south starting from Khaldé. 
Notwithstanding particularly heavy bombing (involving direct hitson 
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the Ministry of information, L’Orient-Le Jour, the Agence France- 
Presse and Al Nakar), they progress on an average only a few hundred 
yards to just over half a mile. The most significant breakthrough is on 
the south-west side where they advance three-quarters of a mile as far 
as Ouzai. The USSR demands a meeting of the Security Council and 
submits a draft resolution calling for binding sanctions. The text 
finally adopted is very much amended: the word “atrocities” has been 
replaced by “deplorable consequences’, and Israel is merely “blamed” 
for not abiding by the previous resolutions, and requested to withdraw 
its troops to the positions they had reached before 4 August. The 
resolution further takes due note of the PLO’s decision to withdraw its 
forces from Beirut. Even so the United States abstain from voting. 
Reagan sends a personal message to Begin urging him to withdraw his 
troops to where they were before 1 August. 

6 August: When the PLO has already agreed to the departure of its 
fighters, the Israeli air force deliberately bombs a nine-storey building 
which is thought to house a PLO local HQ but which in fact shelters 
several dozen Palestinian refugee families; the fatal casualties number 
over 150. The weapon used is a vacuum bomb whose effects somewhat 
resemble those of a small nuclear explosion. A Soviet resolution 
calling for an embargo on arms for Israel is vetoed by the U.S. 

7 August: Lebanese and Palestinians accept the evacuation plan 
proposed by Habib. 

8 August: An Israeli unit is stationed at Jounieh to prevent any 
French troops from landing. 

9 August: Anti-Semitic bomb attack in the Rue des Rosiers in Paris, 
killing 6 people. The PLO sends a message to Mitterand expressing its 
indignation. 

10-12 August: Israel greatly increases its artillery potential around 

the capital. It completes its occupation of the Falangist sectors and 
secures control of the mountain crests overlooking the Bekaa. 
Armoured columns attempt to gain a little more ground to the south, 
towards Ouzai and in the Museum district. 
To counter the resistance opposed by the Palestinian and progressive 
Lebanese forces, the sea, land and air attacks are again greatly 
intensified. On 12 August the entire town is once again subjected to a 
deluge of fire, no single district being spared. The Lebanese authorities 
publish an initial estimate giving the number of casualties as 500. By 
telephone, Reagan orders Israel to step the raids forthwith. The 
bloodbath is the work of General Sharon, who has in fact been sharply 
criticized by members of the Israeli cabinet. The Security Council 
adopts Resolution 518 expressing the gravest disquiet over the 
situation in Beirut but failing to mention Israel. 

15 August: Israel accepts the joint Lebanese and Palestinian 
conditions submitted by Habib to Tel-Aviv. In the course of the same 
day the French government gives assurances concerning the 
immediate withdrawal of the French contingent of the multinational 
force if the Palestinian fighters should refuse to evacuate Beirut after it 
has moved into position. Farouk Kaddoumi, the head of the political 
department of the PLO, declares at the special session of the UN 
General Assembly on Palestine that “‘the martyrdom of Beirut has 
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become a part of history together with Stalingrad, Oradour and Hanoi. 
There is only one word to describe the Israeli atrocities in Lebanon - 
Nazism.” Egypt decides to suspend the negotiations on Palestinian 
autonomy. 

19 August: The Israeli government endorses the plan for 
evacuating the fedayeen. The Lebanese government officially requests 
France, the United States and Italy to send over contingents to form the 
multinational intervention force. 

21 August-3 September: Arrival of the first members of the French 
contingent on 21 August. The evacuation of the Palestinian fighters 
begins and continues until 3 September. 

23 August: Béchir Gemayel is elected president of the Lebanese 
Republic. Nahum Goldman calls Begin “a caricature of Jewish 
history”’. 

27 August: In a message to Yasser Arafat, Béchir Gemayel 
undertakes to guarantee the safety of the Palestinian civilian 
population. 

1 September: Publication of the Reagan Plan for a settlement of the 
Palestinian problem, which provides that: 

i) Israel has no sovereign rigts over the West Bank and Gaza. 

ii) The process of settlement of these territories is to be 
suspended. 

iii) The Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza are to be given 
autonomy in association with Jordan. 

2 September: The Lebanese army moves into West Beirut to disarm 
the militiamen of the National Movement and take control ofthe camps. 

3-6 September: Israeli troops advance in the southern suburbs of 
Beirut. 

6-9 September: Arab summit meeting in Fez. An 8-point resolution 
on the Israeli-Arab conflict is adopted, Point 7 of which provides for the 
guaranteeing of peace between all states in the region, including the 
independent Palestinian state, by the Security Council. 

8 September: 8 Israeli soldiers captured in Bhamidoun are claimed 
by the Palestinian and progressive Lebanese forces to be in their hands. 

9 September: The Lebanese army enters the camp of Borj el 
Barajneh. 

10 September: Departure of the U.S. contingent. 

11 September: Departure of the Italian contingent. 

13 September: Departure of the French contingent. 

14 september: The headquarters of the Falangist Party at Achra 
Fieh (East Beirut) are blown up, killing Béchir Gemayel, the new 
President of the Republic. 

Israeli troops encircle West Beirut, violating the “Habib Agreement” of 
19 August, and start arresting people wholesale (2,000 arrests). 

16-18 September: Several hundred Palestinian civilians (possibly 
even 2,000) are massacred in the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps; most 
of them are women, children, or old people. The bloodbath is the work of 
the Lebanese Falangist militias acting with the approval of the Israeli 
High Command. 

19 September: The Security Council unanimously adopts 
Resolution 521 calling for the immediate sending-in of UN observers. 
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20 September: The Lebanese government once again appeals to 
France, the United States and Italy to supply a multinational force to 
help protect the civilian populations. 

21 September: Béchir Gemayel’s brother Amine is elected 
President of the Lebanese Republic. 

24 September: Arrival of the 1st contingent of the multinational 
force (to be composed in all of 3,800 soldiers). 

25 September: Following an appeal by the Labour Party and the 
‘‘Peace Now” movement, hundreds of thousands of people demonstrate 
in Tel-Aviv, calling for the resignation of Begin and Sharon and the 
appointment of a commission of inquiry into the massacres in the 
camps. 

26-27 September: Israel evacuates West Beirut, where its place is 
taken by the Lebanese army. The latter in its turn makes wholesale 
arrests (about one thousand). 

30 September: President Amine Gemayel solemny announces the 
“reunification” of Beirut, posting himself next to the Museum access, 
which symbolized for the eight years of war the division of the country 
into two. The same day, the French troops of the multinational force are 
deployed in the eastern sector of the town. 
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CHAPTER II 


THE SITUATION IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES ON 
THE EVE OF THE ISRAELI INTERVENTION IN LEBANON 


1.A.D.L. - MISSION TO THE TERRITORIES OCCUPIED BY ISRAEL 
22-28 May 1982 

Extracts * from the report by 

Eric David, lecturer at Brussels University 

Christian de Brie, Professor at Reims University 

Rudolf Schaller, barrister, Geneva. 


INTRODUCTION 
1. The mission. 


The mission had been sent out by the International Association of 
Democratic Lawyers, following the recent alarming increase in the 
tension in the territories occupied by Israel since 1967. It wasto inquire 
into the current situation of the Palestinian populations of the West 
Bank and the Gaza Strip, and it was on the spot between 22 and 28 May 
1982. Its specific task was to find out the position of persons and 
property as affected by the Israeli occupation and by the various 
measures adopted by Mr. Begin’s government during the preceding six 
months. 


A similar mission had already been sent out by the I.A.D.L. between 
13 and 20 October 1980 and had published a report (1), so that there was 
no need to cover earlier facts which had already been dealt with. The 
purpose of this new mission was thus, as it were, to update its 
predecessor’s report in the light of the events occurring specifically 
between October 1980 and May 1982. 


* The report has been published by the I.A.D.L. (French text only). 

1. M. Chemillier-Gendreau R. Ferrucci. P. MacCartan, Mission to the Territories 
Occupied by Israel, 13-20 October 1980. Introductory Report and Legal Conclusions, 
Brussels. I.A.D.L. (mimeographed). 26 p. and 8 annexes. Hereinafter referred to as “the 1980 


Report”. 
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Between 23 and 27 May the mission met representatives of various 
sectors of Palestinian political, economic and social life on the West 
Bank - doctors, journalists, trade-unionists, lawyers, engineers, 
pharmaceutical chemists and students. It interviewed the mayor of 
Nablus and the members of the city councils of Nablus and Ramallah. It 
also went up to the Golan Heights to meet the authorities of a Druse 
village, and, lastly, was able to talk to Israeli lawyers, both Jewish and 
Arab, and foreign diplomats. 


It further made three valiant attempts to secure an interview witha 
representative of the Israeli Ministry of Justice, but without success. It 
did not meet with a final and definite refusal, but the delaying tactics 
employed - “The official spokesman is too busy for the moment”; “He 
will think about how to arrange an appointment”; “He will telephone 
later” - produced exactly the same result. 


2. The applicable legal provisions 


The mission’s finding will be assessed in the light of international 
law, with particular reference to the laws and customs of war and the 
instruments protecting human rights which are binding on Israel. 


We shall not be reverting to the grounds on which the laws and 
customs of war are to be considered applicable to the occupied 
territories: these were amply demonstrated in the abovementioned 
previous report with reference to the 4th Geneva Convention of 12 
August 1949. We shall confine ourselves here to enumerating the 
instruments relevant to the findings of the mission, while briefly 
recalling the extent to which Israel is bound by them. These are: 


a) The Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on 
Land appended to the Heague Convention of 18 October 1907 (2). 
Although Israel is not a party to the Convention, the Regulations are 
nonetheless considered to have “given written expression to 
international custom”, and itis officially held that “no state would be 
justified today in claiming that the Regulations are not binding 
on it because it is not a party to them (3). Moreover, the Nuremberg 
International Military Tribunal considered that they were binding 
on Germany, which was not a party to them, since they were 
“accepted by all civilized states and considered by them to be the 
codified expression of the laws and customs of war’’ (4). 


b) The 4th Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949 relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (5). This was ratified by 
Israel on 6 July 1951 and has been declared applicable to the occupied 
territories both by the Security Council (6) and by the United 


2. Hereinafter referred to as “the Hague Regulations”. 

3. 4th Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, 
Commentary published under the general editorship of Jean S. Pictet, Geneva, ICRC, 1958, 
p. 614. 

4. Quoted by Pictet, ibid. 

5. Hereinafter referred to as “the 4th Convention”. 

6. For example, in Resolution 465 adopted unanimously on 1 March 1980. 
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Nations General Assembly (7). It must be remembered that the 
conclusion of the military operations does not put an end to the 
applicability of the Convention; onthe contrary, Art.6 stipulates that 
the occupying power remains bound by Art. 1-12, 29-34, 47, 49, 51-53, 
59, 61-77 and 143 of the Convention. 


c) The Resolutions adopted by the United Nations Security Council. 
Under Art. 25 of the Charter (8), these are binding on the member 
states of the United Nations, Israel included. 


d) The resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly. While 
its recommendations as such are not compulsory, the resolutions 
expressed in an imperative or declaratory manner can be binding on 
states either 


i) because they deal with subjects on which the G.A. is competent to 
adopt resolutions binding even on those states which vote against 
them (in the area of municipal law, for example), 


or 


ii) because they state rules binding on those whom they are address- 
ed by reason of their basis in custom, in which case Israel cannot 
avail itself of the fact that it has voted against them, except in the 
event that it should never have accepted them at any stage 
whatever (9). 


e) The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (U.D.H.R.). Though 
at the outset this did not have a compulsory character, since it is 
presented as “an idea] to be attained’, itis considered today that most 
of the norms it lays down are among the universal customary rules 
by which Israel is bound. Moreover the International Court of Justice 
has cited the U.D.H.R. as its authority without casting any doubt 
whatever on its legal value (10). 


f) The international Covenants of 16 December 1966 on economic, 
social and cultural rights and civil and political rights. Israel signed 
these on 19 December 1966 but has failed to ratify them. It is 
nevertheless bound, under customary law, by the bona fide obliga- 
tion consisting in abstention from acts which would deprive a treaty 
of its object and purpose (11). In other words, since it has not 


7. For example, in Res. 36/147A adopted on 16 December 1981 by 142 votes to 1 (Israel), 
with 3 abstentions. On the applicability of the Convention to the occupied territories, see pp. 
14-16 of the 1980 Report. 

8. Art. 25: “The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the 
decisions of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter’”’. 

9. But in that case it would undermine de very foundations of its existence; it would 
admit that the famous Resolution N° 181 (II) by which, on 29 November 1947, the General 
Assembly provided for the creation of an Israeli state did not provide valid justification for 
its existence vis-a-vis those states which had never accepted the said Resolution. 

10. Case concerning United States Diplomatic and Consular Staff in Tehran, United 
States v. Iran, ICJ judgment dated 24.5.80, ICJ Reports, p.43. 

11. This rule is to be found in Art. 18 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, 
which runs: 

“A state is obliged to refrain from acts which would defeat the object and purpose of the 
treaty... until it shall have made its intention clear not to become a party to the treaty.”’ 
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explicitly rejected the Covenants, Israel must abide by the spirit, if 
not the letter, of their substantive, though doubtless not of their 
adjective, law provisions. However, two questions arise here, name- 


ly: 
a. Do the Covenants apply in wartime? 
b. Do they apply to territories which legally are not part of Israel? 


I. The Covenant on civil and political rights provides that: 


“4. In time of public emergency which threatens the life of the nation... 
the States Parties... may take measures derogating from their obliga- 
tions under the present Covenant to the extent strictly required by the 
exigencies of the situation... 


2. Noderogation from articles 6, 7, 8 (paragraphs 1 and 2), 11,15, 16 and 
18 may be made under this provision.” 


Though a state of war exists between Israel and the Arab states (12) 
(with the exception of Egypt), the absence of hostilities at the time of the 
events of November 1981 - May 1982 would imply that objectively there 
was no “public emergency” threatening “the life of the nation”. Thus 
Israel, within the limits specified above of course, remains bound by the 
whole of the Covenant. 


The Covenant on economic, social and cultural rights contains no 
escape clause, but under certain conditions the existence of open 
hostilities could amount to a case of force majeure warranting the 
suspension of its obligations under the said Covenant by the state at 
war (13). However as Israel, at the period in question, was not involved 
in open hostilities, it remains bound by the whole of this Covenant 
likewise. 


II. The fact that, legally speaking, the territories are nota part of Israel 
- notwithstanding the latter’s assertions regarding the Golan - does not 
affect the applicability of the Covenants, for the one question that 
matters is that of the jurisdiction under which they actually come. 
Insofar as neither Palestine, nor Jordan, nor Syria has any authority 
over them, and insofar as Israel alone controls and administers them, 
the provisions of humanitarian law which are binding on Israel are 
automatically applicable to these territories (14). 


12. See E. David, Le bombardement israélien du centre de recherches nucléaires de 
Tuwaitha (Irak), I.A.D.L., 1981 (pp.3-11). 

13. See Art.31 of the Draft Articles on State Responsibility, International Law Commis- 
sion Report 1979, Doc. UN A/34/10. See also, however, the interim report by B. Broms to the 
International Law Institute entitled ‘‘The Effects of Armed Conflicts on Treaties”, I.L.I. 
Yearbook 1981, vol. 1, p.244. 

14. For a similar interpretation see the case of Cyprus v. Turkey, European Human 
Rights Commission, judgment dated 26 May 1975, in the Commission's Yearbook for 1975, 
p.107. 
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I. — THE SITUATION ON THE WEST BANK 
A. THE BREACHES OF POLITICAL AND TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY 


Setting aside the proclamation by Israel in July 1980 (15) that its 
capital was Jerusalem, the breaches of the political and territorial 
integrity of the West Bank have been mainly visible in the replacement 
of the military by a civilian administration, the removal from office of 
the mayors and municipal councils and the development and extension 
of the policy of establishing Israeli settlements. 


1. The replacement of the military by a civilian 
administration. 


On 1 November 1981 a civilian administration under Menahem 
Milson was set up on the West Bank. Under Military Order N°947 issued 
on 8 November (16), there was to be a sharing of powers between the 
military and the civilian authorities. In brief, the former were to 
preserve all those spheres of competence which were not explicitly 
handed over to the latter, chief among these being defence, security and 
public order, while the latter were to have exclusive control with regard 
to economic and financial affairs, taxation, highways, tourism, energy, 
water-supply, agriculture, cultural affairs, etc. 

At first sight this change in the structures adopted by the occupa- 
tion authorities does not appear to be a particularly serious matter: it 
does not seem to be a breach of any specifc provision of the laws of war, 
and at most one could criticize it as a needless piece of provocation for 
the Palestinian population, which could certainly see it as nothing 
other than one more step towards annexation. However, if we look more 
closely we shall see that such an impression on the part of the 
Palestinians is also the reflection of a legal reality. Military Order N° 
947 stipulates, in effect, that the official enactments of the 
administration are to be considered no longer as security regulations 
but as part of the Israeli legislation. Indeed, according to certain 
commentators (17), all regulations adopted since 1967 on matters 
henceforward coming under the civilian administration are likewise to 
become a part of Israeli legislation. In other words, not only the 
regulations adopted by the latter administration but also a large 
portion of the enormous body of military orders issued since 1967 is to 
lose its essentially temporary and provisional character and to become 
permanent law. 

Though admittedly what one law does another may just as easily 
undo, this qualitative change in the law applicable on the West Bank is 
visibly a further stepping stone towards annexation. 


15. This was expressly condemned by the Security Council in Resolution 478 of 20 August 
1980. 

16. Text and commentary in Jonathan Kuttab and Raja Shehadeh, Civilian Administra- 
tion in the Occupied West Bank: Ramallah via Israel, Law inthe Service of Man, P.O.Box 74, 
1981, 44 pp. 

17. Ibid, pp.11-1o. 
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Legally, the creation of a civilian administration with its own 
spheres of competence side by side with a military administration is 
not a breach of any particular clause of the Hague Regulations or ofthe 
4th Geneva Convention. But both the letter and the spirit of Art. 43 ofthe 
Hague Regulations, which makes it compulsory for the occupant to 
abide by the laws in force in the country unless absolutely prevented 
from so doing, are violated in that some thousand military orders have 
been issued since 1967 in connection with the most varied aspects of 
civilian life and some of them are to become permanent Israeli law, 
while the civilian authorities are now empowered in their turn to enact 
permanent norms of which the same will be true. 

We may look in vain for the obstacle absolutely preventing Israel 
from abiding more fully by the Jordanian law in force on the West Bank. 
The UN General Assembly is, moreover, extremely clear on the subject, 
since it 

“reaffirms that all measures taken by Israel to change the 
institutional structure or status of the occupied territories... are null 
and void...” (18). 


2. The removal from office of the mayors and municipal counclls. 


The removal from office of Ibrahim Taweel, mayor of E1 Bireh (18 
March 1982), of Bassam Chakaa, mayor of Nablus, of’ Karim Khalaf, 
mayor of Ramallah (25 March), and of Walid Hamdallah, mayor of 
Anabta (30 April), together with their respective municipal councils, is 
not a breach of the laws of war. The first paragraph of Art. 54 of the 4th 
Geneva Convention does indeed stipulate that 

“The Occupying Power may not alter the status of public officials 
or judges in the occupied territories, or in any way apply sanctions... 
should they abstain from fulfilling their functions for reasons of 
conscience.”’ 

However, the second paragraph states that 

“this prohibition... does no affect the right of the occupying Power 
to remove public officials from their posts.” 

It should nevertheless be emphasized that these dismissal 
measures were partly responsible for the grave incidents of March- 
April 1982, which were the cause of at least fifteen fatal and 160 lesser 
casualties among the Palestinian population. 


3. The settlements. 


The Israeli policy of settling the occupied territories is well known. 
Although it was mentioned in the previous I.A.D.L. report, it deserves 
to be dwelt on further at some length in view of the gravity of the whole 
phenomenon, its specific character and the scale on which it is now 
occurring. 


18. Res. 36/147C. §8, of 16 December 1981, adopted by 111 votes to 2 (Israel and the U.S.) 
with 31 abstentions; with a similar purport, Res. 465 adopted unanimously by the Security 
Council on 1 March 1980. 
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Between 1967 and i977 the number of settlements remained 
relatively limited. Except for the built-up area of Kiryat Arba they were 
essentially located in the Jordan valley, for both strategic and 
agricultural reasons, fifteen of them being cooperatives of the kibbutz 
type. In all, 60,000 Israelis were settled in the occupied territories - the 
West Bank, Gaza, the Golan and East Jerusalem - during this period. 
But from 1977-1979 onwards a systematic programme of settlement 
came progressively into force, the aim being to settle 120,000 to 150,000 
Israelis by 1985 (19). The general purpose of the plan, proposed by Mr. 
Droblés, Head of the Department for Rural Settlement of the Jewish 
Agency, in 1979, and completed in 1981, is quite clear: “There must beno 
doubt as to our intention of keeping Judaea and Samaria” (i.e. the West 
Bank)’’... The best and most effective way of achieving this is to speed 
up the settlement of the area.” 

These Israeli settlements are primarily rural settlements of prac- 
tically no agricultural importance which serve to police the West Bank, 
enable the Palestinian villages to be kept under supervision and if 
necessary prevent any communication between them. They are mainly 
occupied by the religious extremists of the Gush Emunim or "Bloc of 
the Faithful’, which has the support of the Likud in its claim to the 
historic right of the Jews to the lands of *Samaria and Judaea”. In 
reality these ostensibly agricultural settlements are primarily 
military and religious training centres for young extremists - those 
same young people who with impunity attempted to assassinate 
Palestinians during the events of March-April 1982 and who form 
armed commandos perpetrating acts of provocation against the 
civilian population and kidnapping, torturing or assassinating young 
Palestinians by methods similar to those used by the ill-famed "death 
squadrons” of Latin America. 

The remaining settlements are urban ones, and their rate of 
construction has increased during the past two years. They encircle 
most of the towns on the West Bank and the annexed eastern portion of 
Jerusalem, the boundary of which has been deliberately pushed back. In 
all 30,000 homes capable of housing 130,000 people have been built. 
Though many of them are still vacant they are naturally out of bounds 
to Palestinians. 

As wellas being encircled the Palestinians are subjected to all sorts 
of restrictions. Since their towns can no longer expand in size, their 
municipal councils are unable to solve the problems arising out of 
increases in population, while at the same time new buildings outside 
towns are not allowed to occupy more than 180 square yards, whatever 
the size of the property they are built on. 

The system adopted for extending the areas of settlement has been 
the same as during the previous period: recourse has been had to 
emergency regulations, namely: 


19. There are thought to be about 100,000 Jewish Israelis in the settlements today, 70,000 
in East Jerusalem and 30,000 on the West Bank, in Gaza and on the Golan Heights. The 
population of Israel is about 4,000,000, 3,300,000 of whom are Jews and 640,000 Arabs. The 
population of the occupied territories is about 1,300,000, 850,000 on the West Bank and 450,000 
in the Gaza strip (Le Monde Diplomatique, May 1982, p.12). 
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1. The Defence Emergency Regulations of 1945, under which an 
area may be declared closed for security reasons and its population 
may be expelled; the army can thus in and subsequently hand over the 
place to civilian settlers. 

2. The legislation of 1967 on abandoned private property, under 
which any property abandoned by its owners before June 1967 comes 
under Israeli control, as has happened to that of the 20,000 refugees of 
the Six-Day War. 

3. The legislation providing that any ownerless immovable 
property is to become the property of the State. 


In acountry where two-thirds of the plots of land owned have never 
been registered and are thus without title deeds - since in the days ofthe 
Turks ownership was a matter of custom and inheritance - these 
emergency regulations enable a great many pieces of land to be seized 
and provides legal justification for the destruction of houses, or even 
whole districts, the inhabitants of which are informed that they are to be 
evicted only when they see the bulldozers arrive (20). 

There is also a regular system by which Palestinians on théir own 
soil are presumed absent or presumed to be non-owners, so that it is 
they who must prove to the Israeli occupant that it really is their own 
land. Since 10 February 1982 they have had still less likelihood of 
succeeding in so doing, since the Israeli Supreme Court has refused 
since that date to examine cases which involve the military authorities’ 
practice of declaring the Palestinians’ lands the property of the Israeli 
State, and the owners must now seek redress before a military court. 

The mission was informed of a case in Nablus where a practising 
pharmaceutical chemist had been expropriated, and from several 
sources it had confirmation of the fact that the method adopted was 
quite a usual one. This method consists in allowing the settlers to 
occupy Palestinian lands and obliging the true owner to take his caseto 
a special board composed purely of Israeli officers. It is thus up to the 
Palestinian owner to prove his right to ownership under conditions 
which are specially difficult in that, as has been said, only 30% of the 
land on the West Bank has ever been entered in the register of real 
estate. 

Should the owner succeed in proving his case, the Israeli 
authorities will grant him compensation. However, expropriated 
Palestinians nearly always refuse the compensation offered, thus 
making clear their desire not to give their sanction to a fait accompli 
parading as law. 

From the point of view of international law, it is first of all to be 
noted that Art. 46 of the Hague Regulations stipulates that private 
property must be respected and “cannot be confiscated’. It must 
further be recalled that the system of settlements is a breach of 
paragraph 6 of Art. 49 of the 4th Geneva Convention, which stipulates: 


20. Since 1967 Israel is thought to have seized, confiscated or expropriated 500,000 acres 
on the West Bank, or 37% of the whole area. Only a part of this land is used for settlements. 
See Emmanuel Jary, “La lente asphyxie économique de la Cisjordanie et de la bande de 
Gaza”, Le Monde Diplomatique, September 1981, p.6. 
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*The Occupying Power shall not deport or transfer parts of its own 
civilian population into the territory it occupies”. 

It should be pointed out that there are no possible exceptions to this 
rule, nor can it be relaxedin any way, and that the reasons of security or 
of military necessity so frequently permitted, under the laws of war, to 
limit the scope of an obligation (as e.g. inthe last paragraph of Art. 27 of 
the 4th Convention) are not mentioned in respect of it. 

It was, moreover, unanimously that the Security Council held that 

*Tsrael’s policy and practices of settling parts of its population and 
new immigrants in those territories constitute a flagrant violation of 
the Geneve Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War” (21). 


B. THE BREACHES OF CIVIL AND POLITICAL RIGHTS. 
1. Freedom of expression 


Though Israel may like to pride itself on being one of the most 
democratic states in the Near East, and this in despite of the fact thatits 
’*democracy’”’ is based on the eviction of three-quarters of the members 
of a people and domination of the last remaining quarter, the fact 
remains that democratic principles - and in the first place the principle 
of freedom of expression - are hardly in force in the occupied territories, 
as we Shall see from the examples given below. 


a) Freedom of the press 

Several Palestinian newspapers are published in East Jerusalem. 
Some of them - Al Attali Ah, for example - are prohibited on the West 
Bank and in Gaza and may be circulated only within Israeli territory; 
the others require fresh permission every six months if they are to be 
circulated in the occupied territories. All these papers have to pass the 
censor, and refusal automatically means confiscation of the issue and 
suspension of publication. According to the editors the mission spoke 
to, only 50 out of every 100 pages ofcopy are actually published. Certain 
subjects are systematically prohibited. In 1982 the newspaper Al Fajr 
was banned for 39 days. Such censorship does -not exist for purely 
Israeli papers, and Israeli Arab papers appear to be censored only on 
military matters. 

Palestinian journalists have no special status. In order to be 
officially recognized as members of the profession they would have to 
join an Israeli union, which they naturally have no desire to do. This 
means that they are unprotected and cannot escape harassment by the 
military authorities. Cases of arrest are frequent: the mission was 
informed of one in which journalists were held for several days without 
any charge and - a fortiori - without trial. 


b) Universities and academic freedom 
The situation in the Palestinian universities in the occupied 
territories - particularly at Al Najah University, near Nablus, Bir Zeit 


21. Res.465 dated 1 March 1980; see also General Assembly Res. 36/147B adopted on 16 
December 1981 by 142 votes to 1 (Israel), with 3 abstentions. 
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University north-west of Jerusalem and the University of Bethlehem - 
has greatly worsened during the most recent period. 

Since the coming into force of Order 854 of 8 July 1980, all have been 
directly controlled by the occupant. The opening of an institution, the 
taking-on of academic and administrative personnel and the admission 
of students all require permits which are granted at the discretion of the 
military authorities. The universities in the occupied territories are 
closed to foreign or Israeli students (including those from East 
Jerusalem), and all educational establishments are under the control of 
an officer who may take any measure he wishes, and even close them 
down for an indefinite period, on grounds of ’’public order”. 

Interference with academic freedom has grown more and more 
intensive: censorship of books has affected about 1,500 works, and even 
the Arab journals appearing in East Jerusalem are among the 
periodicals which must regularly pass the censor; there are police and 
army inspections and raids involving the confiscation and destruction 
of prohibited books and periodicals, and there is confiscation of identity 
cards; students are arrested, and applicants who have been interned in 
the past are refused admission to the universities. 

The I.A.D.L. mission visited Bir Zeit University (2,000 students), 
which is the one worst affected by the repression. It was closed down 
twice over in the course of the academic year 1981-1982, a first time from 
4 November to 4 January and a second from 16 February to 16 April. 
Even when it had been allowed to remain open - and particularly during 
the preceding few weeks - it had been subjected to continuous 
harassment. During the student demonstrations which took place 
at the time of the events of March and April 1982 the army made brutal 
use of tear gas on the university campus, not only at Bir Zeit but at 
Hebron and Bethlehem &as well. 

Everything, in fact, gives the impression that the occupation 
authorities are deliberately trying to maintain a permanent state of 
tension in which academic work is impossible, prevent the universities 
from functioning normally and drive the largest possible number of 
students to abandon their studies in the institutions of the occupied 
territories, SO aS progressively to make the West Bank into an 
“intellectual graveyard’, as the Israeli professor Danny Amit 
expressed it. 


c) Freedom to demonstrate 

All demonstrations challenging Israeli authority are prohibited, 
and in this respect the repression practised at the time of the 
demonstrations of November 1981 and March-April 1982 is significant. 

It is forbidden to display the Palestinian flag and to demonstrate 
support for the PLO. For being in possession of PLO publications the 
mayor of Anabta, Walid Hamdallah, was given asuspended sentence of 
5 months’ imprisonment on 26 April. The secretary of a trade-union 
organization was given a suspended sentence of six months because 
one wall of his organization’s premises bore the inscription ’’The PLO 
is the sole representative of the Palestinian people’. These two 
sentences were based on an amendment to the Prevention of Terrorism 
order, adopted in July 1980: it is now an offence punishable by three 
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years’ imprisonment publicly to express sympathy with illegal 
organizations, whether by posters, slogans, banners or songs. (22). 

Freedom of expression, whether in the form of the freedom of the 
press, academic freedom or freedom of assembly, is not legally protect- 
ed under the 4th Convention. It is sanctioned, however, by Arts. 19 and 
20 of the U.D.H.R. and Arts. 19 and 21 of the Covenant on civil and 
political rights, but it is far from being an absolute freedom. For one thing, 
Arts. 19 and 20 of the Covenant are among those from which derogation 
may be made in the event of a “public emergency which threatens the life of 
the nation (Art.4; see above) - though the demonstrations on the West 
Bank and in Gaza were far from threatening the existence of Israel - and 
for another Arts. 19 and 20 themselves provide for restrictions on the 
freedoms concerned provided these are ’’necessary for the protection of 
national security’. Israel may easily avail itself of these provisions to 
justify the censorchip of the press or even censorship in the 
universities - though the position of the UN in the matter will be seen 
further on - and also the prohibitihg of demonstrations. But the 
temporary closure of the universities would seem to be incapable of 
legal justification. Firstly, the Covenant on economic, social and 
cultural rights stipulates: 

Higher education shall be made equally accessible to all” (Art. 13 
§2.c; see also U.D.H.R. Art. 26 §1 for a similar provision). 

Moreover, the rights provided for in the Covenant may be subjected 
”only to such limitations as are determined by law only insofar as this 
may be compatible with the nature of these rights and solely for the 
purpose of promoting the general welfare in ademocratic society” (Art. 


4). 

Israel will certainly not be serving this last-mentioned purpose by 
closing down Bir Zeit University. Further, the closing-down of a 
university would appear to be a form of collective penalty such as is 
prohibited under Art. 50 of the Hague Regulations (23) and under Art. 33 
of the 4th Convention (24). 

As for the raiding of student hostels, the detaining of students for 
several hours on end, and the confiscating of identity cards, it is clear 
that the authorities possess a general right of control and the power to 
exert it under the final paragraph of Art. 27 of the 4th Convention, which 
runs: 

”*However, the Parties to the conflict may take such measures of 
control and security in regard to protected persons as may be necessary 
as a result of the war”’. 

Nevertheless, the authorities must not abuse this right. Thus the 
repetition and increased use of repressive measures against students 
are not merely violations of the obligation to abide by internationallaw 
in good faith (25); they are also in the nature of measures of intimidation 

22. Amnesty International, Report for 1981 
23. Art.50: “No general penalty ... shall be inflicted upon the population on.account of 
the acts of individuals for which they cannot be regarded as jointly and severally res- 


ponsible”’. 

24. Art.33: “Collective penalties...are prohibited.” 

25. See Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, Art.26; see also Un General 
Assembly Declaration of Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations 
and Co-operation among States in accordance with the Charter (Res.2625 (XXV) dated 24 


October 1970), 7th principle. 
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such as are expressly prohibited by Art. 33 rather than in that of 
measures of control. 

The UN General Assembly has, moreover, adopted a resolution 
condemning: 


“the systematic Israeli campaign of repression against and closing 
of universities in the occupied Palestinian territories, restricting and 
impeding academic activities of Palestinian universities by subjecting 
the selection of courses, textbooks and educational programmes, the 
admission of students and the appointment of faculty members to the 
control and supervision of the military occupation authorities, in clear 
contravention of the Geneva Convention” (26). 

The arresting and detaining of journalists for several days without 
trial or even a charge can find no possible justification under the 4th 
Convention except. under the provisions governing internment 
contained in Art. 78 and those that follow. But apart from the fact that 
such measures must remain exceptional (27), it is clear from Art.6 and 
from the general spirit of the Convention that they are no longer 
permitted after the close of military operations, or at latest only until 
the end of the first year following that date (28). In this instance, the 
Israeli military operations have been at an end since 1967 on the West 
Bank and since 1973 in Gaza, so that the detaining of persons without 
trial has no justification and is a breach of the spirit, if not the letter, of 
the 4th Convention. 


2. Freedom of movement. 


Freedom of movement is impeded in various ways. Art. 110 of the 
Defence Emergency Regulations (29) and Art. 86 of Order N°. 378 on 
security regulations for the occupied territories empower the Israeli 
authorities to place a certain number of restrictions on freedom of 
movement in the form of hause arrest, deportation to a different area, 
travel bans, forced residence, the obligation to report regularly to the 
authorities, etc. (30). 

The mission was informed of the existence of two types of 
interference with individual freedom of movement, namely: 

a. Restrictions on the movement of Palestinian workers 

b. House arrest. 


a) Restrictions on the movement of Palestinian workers 
Palestinians who are employed in Israel may not spend the night 

there. Thus nearly 100,000 Palestinians are daily forced to commute 

between their home and place of work and many of them thus have an 


26. Res.36/147F of 16 december 1981, adopted by 114 votes to 2 (Israel and the U.S.), with 
30 abstentions. 

27. Pictet op.cit., p.371. 

28. Ibid., p.64. 

29. These Regulations date from the days of the British Mandate and confer exorbitant 
rights on the authorities in power overriding the common law. They were given extended 
validity by a vote in the Knesset on 10 November 1981 (See above).. 

30. Amnesty International Report, 1981. 
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11- or 12 - hours working day at the very least, since they spend 3 to 4 
hours travelling, over and above their 8 hours at work (31). 

Interference with freedom of movement is not specifically 
mentioned in the 4th Convention, but is implicitly included in §4 of Art. 
27 quoted above concerning the security measures which may be taken 
by the occupying power (32). Similarly, Art. 12 §3 of the Covenant on 
civil and political rights authorizes restrictions on freedom of 
movement on condition that they are provided for by law and are 
’*necessary to protect national security”. The U.D.H.R., on the contrary 
(Art. 13 §1) makes no provision for such restrictions. 


b) House arrest 


Measures consigning to house arrest have been taken against the 
mayors of El] Bireh, Ramallah and Anabta. The position of the mayor of 
Nablus is more ambiguous: he has not officially been placed under 
house arrest, but in actual fact his house is continuously guarded by 
soldiers "to ensure his protection’, and it is likewise for his 
protection” that - as the mission had occasion to discover - he can 
travel about the town only under military escort and on certain days is 
actually prohibited from leaving his home. 

House arrest or ‘‘forced residence” is not expressly provided for in 
the 4th Convention, but it plainly emerges from the Pictet Commentary 
that it forms part of the security measures the occupant is entitled to 
take if itis ’*necessary as a result of the war” (33). The mission in this 
instance finds it rather hard to see how the state of war existing between 
Israel and the Arab states can have led to the need to confine these 
Palestinian mayors to their homes. 

Though house arrest is clearly distinguished from ’internment’”’ 
and from assigned residence’, both of which signify that the person 
concerned is obliged to live in a place other than his usual home (34), it 
still deprives the individual of his liberty and it should therefore be 
possible to appeal against it in a court of law as in the case of 
internment or assigned residence under the 4th Convention (Arts. 43 
and 78), or as in the case of arrest and detention under the Covenant on 
civil and political rights (Art. 9 §4; see also U.D.H.R. Art. 10). 

Furthermore, the UN General Assembly has strongly condemned 
the practice as "interference with the freedom of movement of 
individuals within the occupied Palestinian and other Arabterritories” 
(35). 


3. Freedom of the individual 

Among the most serious breaches of individual freedom of which 
the mission was informed must be mentioned the mass arrests, the 
cases of maintenance in custody on police premises and the cases of 
administrative detention. 


31. For further details. see 1980 Report. p.6. See too. Francis Cornu. “Daoud contre 
Goliath”. Le Monde, 2 April 1982. p.o. 

32. Pictet. op.cit.. p.207. 

33. Art.27, §4 and Pictet op.cit.. p.223. 

34. 4th Convention. Arts.41-43 and 78 and Pictet op.cit., p.275. 

35. Res.36/147C. §7. adopted on 16 December 1981 by 111 votes to 2 (Israel and the U\S.). 
with 31 abstentions. 
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a) The mass arrests 


The demonstrations in November 1981 and March-April 1982 were 
followed by mass arrests (36) made both by night and by day. The people 
arrested included a large number of adolescents and even children, and 
there is said to have been one instance involving a child of three who 
had picked up a Palestinian flag dropped in the general hustle of the 
demonstration! 

The practice of mass arrests is visibly a breach of the principle of 
personal liability, and of the prohibition of collective penalties, since 
under Art. 33 of the 4th Convention 

”No protected person may be punished for an offence he or she has 
not personally committed. Collective penalties and likewise all 
measures of intimidation or of terrorism are prohibited”. 

The arbitrary nature of the practice is similarly a breach of Art.9 §1 
of the Covenant on civil and political rights, which stipulates: 

No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest or detention” (See 
also U.D.H.R., Art. 9 for a similar provision). 

Moreover, mass arrests are among the practices strongly 
condemned by Resolution 36/147C of 16.12.81 of the UN General 
Assembly, which has already been quoted (See Note 35). 

With regard to the large-scale arresting of children, reference may 
be made to the Declaration on the Protection of Women and Children in 
Emergency and Armed Conflict, Article 5 of which stipulates: 

”All forms of repression and cruel and inhuman treatment of 
women and children, including imprisonment, torture, shooting, mass 
arrests, collective punishment, destruction of dwellings and forcible 
eviction, committed by belligerents in the course of military operations 
or in occupied territories shall be considered criminal” (37). 

The detaining of minors is not prohibited as such; but the minor 
must naturally be old enough to have incurred criminal liability. In all 
cases minors must enjoy ’’special treatment” (4th Convention, Art. 76) 
"appropriate to their age and legal status” (Covenant on civil and 
political rights, Art. 10 §§ 2 and 3). However, the Israeli authorities 
appear never to have troubled themselves about subtle distinctions of 
this kind. 


b) Police custody 


The maximum period for custody prior to the bringing of a charge, 
which was 48 hours under Jordanian law, has been increased to 18 days 
by the Israeli occupant. The army may thus arrest anyone it pleases - as 
it has not abstained from doing - and hold him for 18 days without his 
having any possibility of making an appeal of any sort to an 
independent judicial authority or even being informed of the grounds 
for his arrest. 

These conditions of custody are visibly incompatible with Art. 71 of 
the 4th Convention, which stipulates: 


36. See the personal statements printed in Part III. 
37. Res.3318 (XXIX) adopted by the UN General Assembly on 14.12.1974 by 110 votes to 
nil with 14 abstentions. 
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’*Accused persons who are prosecuted by the Occupying Power 
shall be promptly informed, in writing, in a language which they 
understand, of the particulars of the charges preferred against them, 
and shall be brought to trial as rapidly as possible”’. 

They are also a breach of Art. 9 of the Covenant on civil and political 
rights, which provides: 

“1. ...No one shall be subject to arbitrary arrest or detention... 

2. Anyone who is arrested shall be informed, at the time of arrest, of 
the reasons for his arrest and shall be properly informed of any charges 
against him. 

(Gats) 

4. Anyone who is deprived of his liberty by arrest or detention shall 
be entitled to take proceedings before a court, in order that the court 
may decide without delay on the lawfulness of his detention and order 
his release if the detention is not lawful’. 


c) Adminstrative detention 


Under the law on administrative detention in the occupied 
territories, a person may be detained for a period of 6 months, 
renewable by administrative decision, without charge or trial and 
without being given any reason or informed of the evidence against 
him. Military Order No. 815 does however grant the detainee the right to 
appeal to the President of the Army Courts (38). 

The mission was informed of a case of trade-unionists and students 
interned under these conditions (39). 

The 4th Convention authorizes the occupying power to intern 
persons it considers dangerous to its security (Arts. 41-43 and 78 sqq.), 
but these provisions are not applicable in the absence of military 
operations (Art.5; see above) and hence did not apply to Israel between 
November 1981 and May 1982. 

The above system is also a breach of Art. 9 of the Covenant on civil 
and political rights, particularly of paragraphs 1 and 2 already quoted 
above, and paragraph 3, which runs: 

”’ Anyone arrested or detained on acriminal charge shall be brought 
promptly before a judge or other officer authorized by law to exercise 
judicial power and shall be entitled to trial within a reasonable time or 
to release’’. (See also U.D.H.R. Art. 10). 

Moreover, administrative detention is one of the Israeli practices 
which the UN General Assembly ’’strongly condemns” (40). 


4. Personal security 


In the course of the last two years there have been serious breaches 
of personal security, in the form both of acts committed against the 
Palestinian population by Israelis - settlers or para-military groups - 
acting privately” and of acts perpetrated against the same population 
directly by the Israeli authorities. 


38. Amnesty International Report, 1981. 
39. For other examples see ibid. 
40. Res.36/147C already quoted. 
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a) Outrages committed by private individuals 

During the past few years the Palestinian population has on 
various occasions been the victim of violence committed, not directly 
by the Israeli authorities, but by private persons - settlers or members 
of extremist groups of a para-military type. 

There are, to begin with, the cases of verbal violence. Thus the 
editors of a Palestinian newspaper told the mission how since 
November 1981 they had received daily telephone calls threatening 
them with assassination, and how racist graffiti (Death to the Arabs’’) 
were regularly painted on their walls. Further, when the newspaper 
telephones to the Israeli police to lodge acomplaint, the latter refuses to 
hear it and requires the managing editor to come along personally, 
whereas in the case of Israeli residents it is perfectly willing to take 
note of complaints lodged by telephone. 

But above all there are the physical acts of violence. The entire 
world remembers the bloodshed attached to the outrages perpetrated 
against the mayors of Nablus, Ramallah and El Bireh on2 June 1980, as 
a result of which an Israeli soldier lost his life, Bassam Chakaa, the 
mayor of Nablus, lost both his legs, and Karim Khalif, the mayor of 
Ramallah, lost his left foot (41). To these events should now be added the 
kidnappings and murders of the past six months committed on the 
persons of young Palestinians whose corpses have eventually been 
discovered mutilated if not blown to pieces. The press gives the number 
of these cases.as five, though the mission was informed that there had 
been seven such deaths; but whatever the actual figure, all accounts 
agree on the fact that they were the work of settlers or of Israeli para- 
military groups. The Israeli authorities claim that there was only one 
case in which settlers were implicated and that the other victims 
accidentally caused their own deaths when handling bombs and other 
explosive devices. This is to say the least a curious explanation when 
one knows how rare have been the bomb outrages on the West Bank and 
in Gaza during the past six months. 

Legally, Israel is perhaps not directly liable for these events, but it is 
certainly responsible for the failure of its authorities to forestall them 
and punish their would-be authors. The mayor of Nablus explained to 
the mission that he and his colleagues had never been interrogated on the 
outrages committed against them. To his knowledge no serious 
investigations had been opened for the purpose of finding the culprits, 
and the same was doubtless true of the kidnappings and murders. He 
considered the liability of Israel to be all the greater in view of the 
current growth in certain extremist circles of a philosophy of racism and 
violence and of the failure of the authorities to do anything to stem it. 

The passivity of the Israeli authorities in the face of such talk and of 
the acts of violence mentioned above amounts to tolerance of them if not 
actual encouragement. If Israel is not immediately responsible for the 
acts of violence, it is, on the contrary, directly responsible for the 
failure of its authorities to forestall them and punish their authors (42) 
in accordance with the general principles of international liability (43). 


41. For details see 1980 Report, pp.3-4. 


42. Pictet, p.209. 
43. International Law Commission, Draft Articles on State Responsibility, Arts.3,5and 
11 and commentary on Art.11, ILC Yearbook Vol.II Part Two, 1979. 
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The bomb outrages against the mayors were in fact condemned by 
the Security Council, which demanded that the authors of these crimes 
be immediately arrested and prosecuted and expressed its deep concern 
that Israel, as the occupying power, should have ’’failed to provide 
adequate protection to the civilian population in the occupied 
territories...” (44). A year and ahalf later, the General Assembly in its turn 
expressed itS deep concern that Israel, the occupying power, should 
have ’’failed so far to apprehend and prosecute the perpetrators of the 
assassination attempts” (45). 


b) The conduct of the Israeli authorities 

With the aim of totally destroying any will to resist on the part of the 
Palestinian population, the Israeli government systematically uses 
violence. It uses it on the streets to prevent demonstrations, against 
property by way of reprisals for stone-throwing, and on the persons of 
the detainees held in the prisons. 


1. The putting-down of demonstrations: mass arrests and random 
shootings 


In order to put an end to the demonstrations of March-April 1982, 
the Israeli army did not merely carry out mass arrests, as we have seen; 
it had no hesitation in shooting at the demonstrators, causing, 
according to different estimates, between 15 and 20 fatal casualties and 
wounding between 160 and 320 people, among them a large number of 
adolescents and children. Even when the army used tear gas instead of 
bullets it aimed horizontally at head level, and the mission was 
informed of the case of a demonstrator whose forehead had been 
fractured by a grenade. 

The mission also heard from several sources that the army had 
used fragmentation bullets against the demonstrators. A Palestinian 
doctor who had treated some of the injured confirmed the story and 
presented the mission with two X-ray photographs of patients. When 
these were shown to Belgian doctors the latter remarked on’’the 
presence in the marrow ofthe rightiliac crest and the superior-internal 
portion of the right wing of the pelvis of numerous small opacities of a 
metallic type of density, in clusters, with a variety of shapes and 
irregular outlines”. 

They added: ’’These X-ray images could well be compatible with a 
dissemination of metal particles following the explosion of a projectile; 
no bony lesion is apparent from the X-ray findings” (46). Yet the 
Palestinian doctor had removed only one single metal fragment from 
the body of one patient. 

A Belgian officer consulted by the mission on the subject of the 
’opacities” shown on the X-ray photographs thought they were more 
likely to have been caused by the explosion of a grenade. 

In view of the lack of sufficiently decisive evidence, the mission has 
preferred to abstain from concluding that the Israeli army effectively 


44. Res.471 adopted on 5 June 1980 by 14 votes to nil with 1 abstention (the U.S.) 

45. Res. 36/147B, adopted on 18 December 1981 by 140 votes to 1 (Israel) with 2 
abstentions. 

46. Extract from the report of a surgeon and a radiologist consulted by the mission in 
Brussels. 
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used fragmentation bullets. It will be enough for it to observe that, 
legally, shooting at unarmed demonstrators, generally with 
schoolchildren among their number, is to be qualified not as a method 
of keeping order but as a measure of intimidation or terrorism which, as 
such, infringes the aforementioned Art. 33 of the 4th Convention. 
If, in addition, the Israeli army really used fragmentation bullets, 
it will have violated Art. 23 of the Heague Regulations, which prohibits 
the use of “arms, projectiles or material calculated to cause un- 
necessary suffering”. 


2. Reprisals for stone-throwing: the curfew and the dynamiting of 
houses. 


The mission was told that.each time a car belonging to the Israeli 
army had stones thrown at it the curfew was instituted in the town or 
village where the incident - generally the work of children - had 
occurred. In some cases the Israeli army had even dynamited the 
houses of the families of the supposed culprits. 

In itself, the curfew is not illegal: it may perfectly well form a part of 
the security and control measures which military necessity may oblige 
the belligerent parties to take (4th Convention, Art. 27, last paragraph). 
However one cannot but wonder whether there really exists a’’military 
necessity” for the imposing of a curfew on a whole village or a whole 
town when the only pretext is that a few stones have been thrown at 
army jeeps. Does not the curfew rather resemble a form of collective 
penalty than a normal measure of control? 

The question must remain open in the case of the curfew, but there 
is certainly no doubt about the answer when it comes tothe dynamiting 
of houses. Repression of the type, which hits the families and 
neighbours of those who are merely the presumed culprits, is 
prohibited by the abovementioned Art. 33 of the 4th Convention on the 
dual grounds of being a collective penalty and a form of reprisals: 

’Reprisals against protected persons and their property are 
prohibited”. 

Such destruction of property is also specifically prohibited by Art. 
o3 of the same Convention, as follows: 

”’Any destruction by the Occupying Power of real or personal 
property belonging individually or collectively to private persons, or 
to the State, or to other private authorities... is prohibited, except where 
such destruction is rendered absolutely necessary by military 
operations”. 

Here once again it is easy to see that the dynamiting carried out by 
the Israeli army has nothing to do with the military operations 
providing the only possible grounds for a waiver of the above 
provision. It is, furthermore, unreservedly condemned by the UN 
General Assembly in Resolution 36/147C of 16.12.1981 which has 
already been quoted. 


3. The conditions of detention and the interrogation of prisoners. 


The conditions under which Palestinians are held in Israeli prisons 
are specially alarming: overcrowding, beds without mattresses, 
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inadequate ventilation - indeed there are not even any prison 
regulations for the occupied territories. 

After the mass arrests of November 1981 and March-April 1982 the 
prisons rapidly became overcrowded: fifteen people would be huddled 
into cells designed to hold five, and obliged to sleep sitting up for lack of 
room. It seems that the Israeli authorities opened special camps at the 
time, such as the one at E]-Farra. 

The overcrowding of the prisons is obviously incompatible with 
the general spirit of the 4th Convention, particularly with Art.27, which 
obliges the contracting parties “at all times” to treat protected persons 
“humanely”, and with Art. 76, which requires that such persons shall 

“enjoy conditions of food and hygiens which will be sufficient to 
keep them in good health and which will be at least equal to those 
obtaining in prisons in the occupied country”. 

It is scarcely to be supposed that the Israeli prison regulations 
permit the crowding of prisoners into cells too small for them. Such 
overcrowding is also a breach of the Covenant on civil and political 
rights, Art. 10 §1 of which provides that 

‘all persons deprived of their liberty shall be treated with humanity 
and with respect for the inherent dignity of the human person.” 

Needless to say, it is also contrary to the very essence of the 
Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (47). 

The conditions of detention are painful not merely by reason of the 
material discomfort of the prisons but because of the deliberate ill- 
treatment of the prisoners. It was in protest against the conditions 
under which they were held (cells too small, ventilation hole measuring 
7 3/, square inches) that the prisoners detained at Nafha started a 
hunger strike in 1980. The Israeli authorities put an end.to it by their 
usual methods - beatings and forced feeding. Two prisoners died as a 
result (48) 

There are numerous personal] testimonies to the humiliations and 
brutal treatments inflicted by Israeli soldiers on persons detained 
following the demonstrations of November 1981 and March-April 1982: 
there were blows, insults, and acts of spite; prisoners were kept short of 
food and sleep, subjected to deliberate vexations, obliged to remain 
standing for prolonged periods, and so on. (49). 

The mission was told by witnesses that in the instructions given to 
the armed forces serving in the occupied territories the Palestinians 
were systematically referred to as “native microbes” - a revealing 
indication of the prevailing attitude, which is the one instilled into the 
army. 

Legally, the various types of physical and verbal violence used 
against the Palestinians are in the nature of the deliberate infliction of 


47. Adopted by the United Nations Congress for the Prevention of Crime and the 
Treatment of Delinquents. held in Geneva in 1955 and approved by the Economic and Social 
Council in Resolutions 663C(XXIV) of 31 July 1957 and 2076(LXII) of 13 May 1977. Though 
this series of rule is not binding in the strict sense, it nevertheless represents a body of 
humanitarian requirements of so very minimum a nature that one cannot but be shocked by 
the refusal of a state to comply with them. 

48. Confirmed by Amnesty International Report 1981. 

49. See in Part III the statements of students and others who had been arrested and 
interrogated by Israeli troops. 
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physical suffering and of inhuman and degrading treatment. As such, 
they are breaches of a whole body of international law provisions, 
namely: 

i) The general obligation to treat protected persons humanely 
contained in the 4th Geneva Convention (Art. 27) 

ii) The specific prohibition on torture and the causing of physical 
suffering contained in the Convention (Art. 32) 

iii) The prohibition on torture and on cruel, inhuman or degrading 
treatments contained in the Covenant on civil and political rights (Art. 
7) and in the U.D.H.R. (Art. 5) 

iv) The Declaration on the Protection of All Persons from being 
subjected to Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment 
or Punishment, adopted by consensus by the UN General Assembly on9 
December 1975 (50). 

We may add - were it necessary - that these provisions are among 
those from which there can be no derogation, and that the conduct 
described above can be justified neither by the state of war, the threat of 
war, military necessity nor any other exceptional circumstance. (51). 


C. THE BREACHES OF ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
RIGHTS. 


There can be no question of giving an exhaustive assessment here 
of the Israeli breaches of the Palestinians’ economic, social and 
cultural rights. What are listed here are merely a few pieces of personal 
evidence in the matter which the mission was able to collect. 


1. The right to work. 


The Palestinians’ right to work is restricted in various ways. Thus: 
a. As we have seen, Palestinians may go over to Israel to work but may 
not spend the night there. It would appear, further, that in their 
relations with their employers they can avail themselves of no welfare 
or trade-union regulations whatsoever (52). The Palestinian unions are 
not recognized in Israel, and obviously they have no desire to join the 
Israeli unions. 

For a given job a Palestinian’s wage is often half that of an Israeli 
worker. 

Of the 100,000 Palestinians who go over to Israel daily, only 75,000 
are regularly declared. The situation of the 25,000 illicitly employed, 
which is already hazardous enough, is made particularly unpleasant 
owing to the fact that the harshest jobs are reserved for them (53). 

The discrimination against Palestinians in jobs andemploymentis 
an infringement of the international provisions prohibiting discrimi- 
nation based on national or social origins, and in particular of Art. 7 of 


50. Res.3452 (XXX). 

51. Pictet, p.221:; Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Art.3; Declaration on the 
Protection of All Persons from being subjected to Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or 
Degrading Treatment or Punishment. Art.3. 

52. See 1980 Report, pp.6-8. 

53. On these problems see Francis Cornu, “Cisjordanie, Daoud contre Goliath”, Le 
Monde Diplomatique, September 1981, p.6. 
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the Convention on economic, social and cultural rights, which grants 
all workers the right to’’fair wages and equal remuneration for work of 
equal value without distinction of any kind” (See too U.D.H.R., Art. 23 
§2) (04). 

The refusal to recognize the Palestinian unions is incompatible 
with Art. 8 of the same Covenant, which recognizes: 

“a) The right of everyone to form trade unions and join the trade 
union of his choice...” (55). 

c) The right of trade-unions to function freely subject to no 
limitations other than those prescribed by law and which are necessary 
in a democratic society in the interests of national security or public 
order or for the protection of the rights and freedoms of others”’. 

One fails to see in what respect Israeli national security and public 
order are bound up with the refusal in this instance to recognize the 
Palestinian unions. 


b. If so many Palestinians go into Israel to work, this is because they 
are obliged to do so owing to the policy practised by Israel on the West 
Bank and in Gaza. Some of the farmers have been expropriated from 
some or all of their land for the benefit of the settlers; others have had 
such severe restrictions placed by the Israeli authorities on the use of 
their water-supply for the same reason that they can no longer farm 
more than a part of their land. Consequently many agricultural 
workers have no other choice than to look for work in Israel (56). 

Such a policy is a violation of Art. 52 of the 4th Convention, which 
stipulates: 

All measures aiming at creating unemployment or at restricting 
the opportunities offered to workers in an occupied territory, in order to 
induce them to work for the Occupying Power, are prohibited”’. 

It is also incompatible with Art. 6 §1 of the Covenant on economic, 
social and cultural rights, which provides: 

”"The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right to 

work, which includes the right of everyone to the opportunity to gain 
his living by work which he freely chooses or accepts, and will take 
appropriate steps to safeguard this right” (See, too, U.D.H.R., Art. 23, 
§1). 
c. A special licence is required for entry into certain trades or 
professions. The granting of such licences by the Israeli authorities is 
generally made conditional on membership, or application for 
membership, of a village league. The mission thus learned that taxi 
drivers could obtain or renew their licences only if they were registered 
members of a league. The same applies to applicants for loans, building 
permits, etc. (57). 

However the Palestinian population considers that to join one of 
the leagues is to collaborate with the occupant, and Jordan holds it to be 


54. See also Convention N°111 of the B.I.T. of 25 June 1958 on discrimination in 
employment and profession, Arts.1-2. 

55. With a similar meaning, see Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Art.23, §4. 

56. F. Cornu, op.cit.; E. Jarry, op.cit. 

57. F. Cornu, op.cit., Le Monde, 3 April 1982, p.5. 
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a treasonable offence deserving of the severest sanctions (58). Hence in 
thus attempting to compel certain Palestinian workers to take the step 
Israel forces on them the choice between being thought a 
collaborationist or a traitor and working illegally or remaining 
unemployed. Legally speaking, this is a case of moral coercion 
formally prohibited by Art. 31 of the 4th Convention (59), and 
incompatible with the spirit of the aforementioned Art. 6 of the 
Covenant on economic, social and cultural rights. 


d. Certain shopkeepers also suffer from restrictions imposed by the 
occupant. Thus the mission spoke to a pharmaceutical chemist who 
told how his shop had been closed down for two months and it also heard 
of a soap manufacturer who had been prohibited for two months and a 
half from exporting his products. Naturally no explanation had been 
given in either case. 

What in fact had their crime consisted in? 

The chemist had protested against the building of a road across a 
part of his lands by settlers. The soap manufacturer was merely the 
brother of the mayor of Nablus and engaged personally in no political 
activity at all. 

These are yet further instances of reprisals or of collective 
penalties infringing the abovementioned Art. 33 of the 4th Convention. 


2. The right to own property 


The property rights of the Palestinians in the occupied territories 
are gravely affected by the Israeli policy of settlement. We have seen 
what kind of expropriation this policy has been leading to and how 
difficult are the legal problems encountered by the Palestinians when 
they need to show proof of their rights in order to defend them in the face 
of the settlers’ claims. But there are many more obstacles than these to 
the exercise of their rights: buildings are restricted to three storeys and 
only one house per plot of land; villages may not increase in size, 
notwithstanding the constant increases in their populations (60), and 
the use of water from wells on Palestinian land is severely restricted 
(with meters to record consumption), for the benefit of the settlers (61). 

Such breaches of the right to own property are infringements of the 
abovementioned Art. 46 of the Hague Regulations. The restrictions-on 
the use of water resources are contrary to the Declaration of the UN 
General Assembly on the Permanent Sovereignty of Peoples and 
Nations over their Wealth and their Natural Resources, which was 
approved by Israel (62), and. to Art. 1 §1 of the Covenant on economic, 
social and cultural rights, which runs: 


58. Ibid. 

59. If there were any doubt as to the application of this article. it would be completely 
dispelled by Pictet, p.219 sqq. 

60. At the present rate of population increase, the Arabs of Israel and of the occupied 
territories “should be in a majority in Mr. Begin’s Greater Israel by the year 2000, and 
perhaps even before then", F. Cornu. op.cit.. Le Monde, 2 April 1982, p.5. 

61. See 1980 Report, p.21. 

62. Res.1803 (XVII). 14.12.1962, adopted by 87 votes (including Israel's), to 2, with 1 
abstention. 
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"All peoples may... freely dispose of their natural wealth and 
resources... In no case may a people be deprived of its own means of 
subsistence”’. 

Furthermore, the UN General Assembly has strongly condemned 
"illegal exploitation of the natural wealth, resources and population of 
the occupied territories” (63). 


3. The right to health. 


There exist Palestinian health services on the West Bank and in 
Gaza, but Israel has done nothing to help them develop and improve. 
According to a Palestinian doctor, the Israeli criteria in the matter are 
extremely simple: local medicine must be’’more than zero butless than 
unity”. 

The Israeli administration places all sorts of obstacles in the way of 
the day-to-day running of the hospitals and clinics: the hospitals are 
under-equipped and are not supplied by Israel with such elementary 
necessities as antibiotics, serums, anti-gangrene gauze, etc. 

Nor are Palestinian patients in Israeli hospitals spared deliberate 
vexations and petty annoyances: thus a patient transferred from a 
Palestinian hospital was refused admission for want of identity papers 
and was left waiting in an ambulance for eight hours. Another was left 
for several hours without attention although his condition called for 
urgent treatment. Such a situation is scarcely compatible with the 
provisions of Art. 12 of the Covenant on economic, social and cultural 
rights, which runs: 

”1. The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right of 
everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of 
physical and mental health. 

2. The steps to be taken by the States Parties to the present 
Covenant to achieve the full realization of this right shall include those 
necessary for: 


d) The creation of conditions which would assure to all medical 
service and medical attention in the event of sickness.”’ 


4, Economic development 


The aim of Israeli economic policy in the occupied territories is to 
make the economic development of those territories utterly 
subordinate to Israeli interests. Thus: 

a. The West Bank and Gaza, which are the second biggest customers for 
Israeli exports after the United States, can themselves scarcely export 
anything to Israel. The Israeli market is either totally closed to them or 
else, in the case of certain categories of products, subject to severely 
restricted quotas. 

b. The Palestinian banking system has been almostentirely abolished, 
and the Israeli banks are reluctant to finance Palestinian projects. 


63. Res.36/147C. 
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c. Any Palestinian economic or industrial project which might in any 
way compete with the Israeli economy is prohibited by Israel. 

d. Palestinian municipal councils are refused the right to embark on 
any scheme for economic development. Thus the municipal council of 
Ramallah was prohibited from investing a gift of two million dollars 
from Algeria in a project for the economic development of the town. 
e. Any attempt at economic development is made impossible by 
reason of the innumerable administrative, fiscal and other obstacles 
(64). 

This situation was denounced in Resolution 36/147C, already 
quoted, by the UN General Assembly, which strongly condemned 
"interference with... the social and economic development of the 
population in the occupied Palestinian and other Arab territories”. 


5. Cultural rights: Jerusalem 


Not content with annexing East Jerusalem, Israel is now 
expropriating Arab quarters of the city, which are being destroyed and 
rebuilt as Jewish quarters. Not merely is a portion of the city losing its 
Arab character; there is also grave interference with the traditional 
urban layout, for notwithstanding a certain effort on the aesthetic level 
the new districts do not fit satisfactorily into the historical and cultural 
environment. 

There are also other schemes, equally questionable from the point 
of view of the social and urban fabric of the city, such as the proposed 
creation of two levels for road traffic. In addition, the Palestinians are 
complaining about the excavations the Israelis are making underneath 
the mosques. 

Insofar as these different projects affect groups of buildings of 
artistic or historical interest, they are infringements of Art. 4 of the 
Hague Convention of 14 May 1954 on the Protection of Cultural 
Property, which Israel ratified on 3 October 1957. They have also been 
formally condemned by the UN General Assembly in Resolution 
36/147C, previously quoted. 

Furthermore, in Resolution 480 passed on 30 June 1980 by 14 tonil 
with one abstention (that of the U.S.), the Security Council reaffirmed 
*that all such measures which have altered the geographic, 
demographic and historical character and status of the Holy City of 
Jerusalem are null and void and must be rescinded in compliance with 
the relevant resolutions of the Security Council’ (65). 


II. THE SITUATION IN THE GOLAN 


A. THE FACTS 


The Golan Plateau, which is Syrian territory but had been occupied 
by the Israeli army ever since 1967, was simply annexed by Israel on 14 
December 1981, following a decision adopted by the Knesset to bring it 


64. See E. Jarry, op.cit.; F. Cornu, op.cit., Le Monde, 2 April 1982, p.5. 
65. See also Res. 36/15 adopted on 18 October 1981 by the General Assembly by 114 votes 
to 2 (Israel and the U.S.), with 27 abstentions. 
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under Israeli law, jurisdiction and administration without consultation 
of the populations concerned, and least of all of the Druse community 
(66). 

After claiming that possession of the Golan was essential to the 
security of Israel, and emboldened by the relative passivity shown by 
the Druses since the occupying of the plateau in 1967, the Begin 
government had succeeded in convincing itself that the annexation 
would take place without difficulty, and that the operation, carried out 
with success, would be at once a touchstone and a precedent which it 
could subsequently put to good purpose on the West Bank. 

The ferocity of the resistance put up by the Druses was a match for 
the brutality of the methods used against them. It could, however, have 
been foreseen. When, two years previously, Israel had tried to force 
through the annexation by exerting pressure on the local population to 
induce it to abandon its Syrian nationality, the operation had been a 
failure. 

On 14 December itself a three-day general strike was declared in 
protest against the annexation and to demonstrate the population’s 
refusal to accept Israeli civil law. Two months later, the Begin 
government’s decision to oblige the Druses to carry their new Israeli 
identity cards, which were at one the symbol of the annexation and the 
proof of its reality, was to produce a powerful resistance movement and 
to give rise to a general strike which was to last five months, ending 
only on 23 July 1982 (67). 

On 10 February 1982, mass meetings were held in the four Druse 
villages and four representative committees were appointed to pass on 
the motions adopted to the Israeli authorities. On 11 February the 
members of the four committees were arrested and placed for three 
months in administrative detention. On the 14th, assemblies were held 
in the mosques at which a general strike was decided on for an 
unlimited period. The strike spread to industrial firms, schools and 
shops; it was joined by all workers, including those employed in Israel, 
who came home specially to be in it. 

A few weeks later big detachments of Israeli forces surrounded the 
Druse villages, which for the next month and more were subjected to a 
severe blockade, to measures of intimidation and to acts of violence, for 
the purpose of obliging their inhabitants to give up the strike and 
accept the new identity cards. In April the blockade was partly raised, 
but the strike continued, and by May the Druses were still refusing to 
accept the cards. 

Though access to it was severely controlled by the Israeli police 
and army, the I.A.D.L. mission succeeded, on 27 May 1982, in reaching 
Majdal Shams, the principal village of the Druse community; it hes at 


66. Most of the Druse community is settled in Syria (about 350,000) and in Lebanon 
(about 150,000); there are about 13,500 on the Golan Plateau. 

67. The Druse have obtained from the Israeli government the undertaking that unlike 
the Israeli Druses they are not to serve in the Israeli army, that they are not to be deprived of 
land or of water hydrants belonging to them, that the access points into Syria are to remain 
open and that the words ‘‘Nationality: Druse” are not to appear on their new identity cards. 
(Le Soir, 24-25 July 1982, p.3. The Druses of the Golan consider themselves to be of Arab 
nationality, Syrian citizenship and Druse religion. 
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the foot of Mount Hermon, a few dozen yards from the Syrian frontier, 
which takes the form of animpassible’’iron curtain” guarded by Israeli 
army patrols. 

On its arrival the mission was able to attend one of the weekly 
meetings held on a neighbouring hill: on these occasions all the 
members of the village community exchange words of encouragement 
and miscellaneous news by megaphone with their relatives and friends 
among the Druse population the other side of the frontier. In view of the 
close watch kept on them by the Israeli army, this is their one means of 
communication. 

The mission was subsequently able to have long talks with 
representatives of the Druse community, from whom it heard a detailed 
description of their situation and of the conditions during the blockade 
of the villages, which had begun on 24 February and lasted 41 days, until 
5 April. During that period, each village had been occupiedby the army 
and the police, inspected from the air by helicopter, completely cut off 
from the outside world and deprived of provisions and of all and any 
contacts, including contact with the press. Every night there had been 
the curfew and telephones, water and electricity had been cut off; all 
meetings of more than two people had been prohibited, and, worst of all, 
it had been impossible to work in the fields or to take the livestock outto 
graze, so that the year’s harvest was practically lost and the livestock 
had suffered very badly. 

On the evening of 31 March 1982 the entire population had been 
consigned indoors and forbidden to go out or even open their windows. 
The telephones, water and electricity had been cut off, and the crews of 
the helicopters patrolling over the village had threatened to shoot 
anyone who did not obey the curfew; the army had posted itself on the 
roofs. Soldiers armed with truncheons had then entered each house to 
collect the old identity cards and distribute the new ones. Those who had 
refused or protested had been severely beaten with the truncheons. The 
next day the new cards had been thrown into the streets, burned, or 
returned to the Israeli Ministry of the Interior. 

The ’forced distribution” operation lasted three days. In all nine 
people were injured (among them a woman, a child and an old man), 
while 47 were arrested and sentenced to a fine or to 50 days in prison. 

Though afterwards the blockade had been partially lifted, the 
situation of the Druses remained very difficult, particularly as regards 
food and medical supplies, and the strike still went on; at the time of the 
mission’s visit it had reached its 103rd day. The Israelis were making a 
return to normal conditions dependent on acceptance of the identity 
cards, which were required for all the ordinary actions or happenings 
of everyday life (e.g. travel, marriage, entering a candidate’s name for 
an exam, etc.), and this gave rise to a number of dramatic situations. 
Thus 48 hours before the mission’s arrival a woman suffering from 
internal haemorrhage had died because she had not been taken to 
hospital in time. The driver who was taking her there had been turned 
back at the police barrier for being unable to show his new identity card, 
and now - stupidity having been piled on top of tragedy - was being 
prosecuted for the offence. 

The mission was able to observe the determination and solidarity 
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displayed by the Druse community, which was rallying behind its 
religious and secular leader Salmon Taher. Like the West Bank and 
Gaza, its land had suffered for fifteen years from the effects of the 
Israeli military occupation with its concomitant policy of ever- 
increasing annexation (resulting notably in the creation of settlements 
and the illegal confiscation of land and of water resources), and it was 
now refusing to accept either annexation accompanied by Israeli 
citizenship or the alternative of exile abroad. It was demanding the 
right to retain its Syrian citizenship, the opening of a means of 
communication with Syria, acknowledgement and protection of its 
rights to its lands, and access to water-supplies for irrigation purposes. 

Certain of these demands appear today to have been Satisfied. 

The Druses interviewed by the mission were convinced that Israel 
was going to pursue and intensify its policy of pressure and that they 
were in absolute need of support from public opinion and the material 
assistance of international organizations. The mission was impressed 
by the calm and determination of the Druses it met, and moved by the 
warmth of their welcome. 


B. THE LEGAL POSITION 


Legally, the annexation of the Golan is a breach of international 
law. Israel has done its best to justify it to the Security Council by 
pointing out 

i) That the area in question is a territory of strategic importance 
despite its minute size, in that Syria could use it as a base from which to 
bomb Israeli towns and villages; 

ii) That Syria, far from attempting to conclude a peace with Israel, 
had never sought to do anything but destroy that country; 

iii) That the law voted by the Knesset is not an infringement of 
Resolution 242, which was rejected by Syria and does not establish any 
given frontier (68). 

There is no value in these arguments: the annexation may be 
justified neither by the absence of a frontier nor by the refusal of Syria 
to vote Resolution 242, or to conclude a peace treaty with Israel, nor by 
the strategic importance ofthe Golan. Itisa commonplace to recall that 
in law no territorial changes may be made without the agreement ofthe 
parties concerned. As Pictet writes: 

’Consequently, occupation as the result of war, while representing 
actual possession to all appearances, cannot imply any right whatever 
to dispose of territory. As long as hostilities continue, the Occupying 
Power cannot therefore annex the occupied territory...” 

He adds that the matter can be decided only by the peace treaty, as 
has been universally admitted and confirmed by doctrine and by 
numerous judgments passed by international and national courts (69). 

In this instance, the Security Council, in adopting Resolution 497, 
on 17 December 1981, decided unanimously that the decision made by 


68. Seczrity Council meeting on 16 December 1981, official records. 
69. Pictet, p.275. 
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Israel to impose its laws, jurisdiction and administration on the Golan 
Heights was. 

’*’null and void and without international legal effect”’. 

A month later, on 20 January 1982, the U.S. veto prevented the 
Council from adopting a resolution proposed by Jordan and calling, in 
substance, for sanctions against Israel. The Council then convened an 
emergency special session of the General Assembly, which on 5 
February adopted, by 86 votes to 21 with 34 abstentions, a resolution 
calling on all states to break off their diplomatic, commercial, cultural, 
economic and military relations with Israel (70). It should be noted that 
even most of the states voting against the resolution agreed that the 
annexation of the Golan was null and void. 

This attitude is in the spirit of Art. 47 of the 4th Convention, which 
stipulates that the Convention remains applicable even in the event of 
annexation of all or part of the occupied territory. 

It is clear, in these circumstances, that all measures taken by Israel 
in the Golan following its annexation - for example, the compulsory 
introduction of new Israeli identity cards - were illicit, since they were 
the incidental results of a main measure which was itself illicit. The 
forcible imposition of identity cards had already been specifically 
condemned by the UN General Assembly (71). 

Other specifically illicit acts are: 

i) The blockading of the Druse villages, since this is at once inhuman 
treatment, a measure of coercion, a collective penalty and a form of 
reprisals, and thus a breach of Arts. 27, 31 and 33 of the 4th Geneva 
Convention. 

ii) The administrative detention measures. 

iii) The ill-treatment of the persons refusing to accept the identity 
cards. 


CONCLUSION 


The foregoing inventory of breaches of the most fundamental 
rights of the Palestinians, both as a people and as individuals, is far 
from being exhaustive. In particular, there has been no mention of 
Israel’s refusal to allow the Palestinians, as a people, to exercise the 
right to self-determination as demanded by the UN General Assembly 
resolutions in the matter (72), nor has there been a detailed description 
of the innumerable vexations encountered daily by the Palestinians in 
their relations with the occupant, as recounted to the mission from 
personal experience, for which an entire book would have contained 
inadequate space. 

It will suffice for our purpose to observe how Israel never misses 
any opportunity of thwarting even the Palestinian’ most modest 
aspirations, whether in public or in private life. The list of obstacles, 


70. UN Doc. A/ES-9/L.1. 

71. Res. 36/147E adopted on 16.12.1981 by 141 votes to 1 (Israel) with 3 abstentions. 

72. From Resolution 181(II) of 29 November 1947 setting up an independent Arab state in 
Palestine to Res.36/120D. adopted on 10 december 1981 by 1iilvotes to 12 with 20 abstentions, 
which reasserted the Palestinian people’s right to self-determination and tothe creation ofa 
sovereign and independent state. 
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vexations and displays of petty spitefulness is along one, ranging from 
refusal to allow them to gather for peaceful demonstrations in defence 
of principles recognized by the international community to the 
countless bureaucratic and administrative stumbling blocks daily 
obstructing their professional and their domestic lives; all these are 
inflicted on them by Israel with a clear conscience and/or with utter 
disdain for any feeling - at least on the part of the head of the 
government and of the majority of the population. 

In reality, as the previous mission found (73), and as several 
informants on the spot repeated this time too, what Israel wants is the 
territory without the people, or in other words it wants to annex the 
occupied territories and while doing so render life so nauseating for the 
local population that it finds no other way out than to emigrate once 
again. In actual fact, though Israel does nothing to hold back those who 
wish to leave and though an average of from ten to fifteen thousand 
people have been leaving the West Bank and Gaza yearly since 1968 
(74), out of a total Palestinian population of 1,300,000, the vast majority 
are resolved to stay where they are. As the mayor of Nablus reminded 
the mission, 

"In 1948 we made the mistake of leaving, and Israel is trying to 
drive us into making the same mistake again. But this time we know 
better: we were born here, we are going to stay here, and it is here that 
we are going to make every effort to defend and make use of ourrights”’. 

It is perhaps this which matters above all: while Israel has decided 
once and for all to override the most elementary international norms-as 
is proved, were there any further need, by its current invasion of 
Lebanon, in the course of which it has violated international law ona 
scale never previously reached in all its already sufficiently 
sanguinary history - the one thing left to the Palestinians and to the 
Druses of the Golan is to resist with a courage and a determination 
which must and do reach the point of stubbornness. 

This is probably the price that will have to be paid for the 
emergence at some future date of a possible solution making provision 
for the legitimate rights of the Palestinians and the other Arab 
populations living under the Israeli occupation. 


73. 1980 'teport, pp.2 and 4. 
74. F. Cornu, op.cit., Le Monde, 2 April 1982, p.5. 
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APPENDIX 
ACCOUNTS OF ARRESTS 


Muhannad Othman - Born 1964, Student 
Gasoub Ala-Eddin - Student 


Gasoub: On Sunday 21st March at 7.30 a.m., we were walking together when an army 
patrol stopped behind us; we heard the magazine -of a machine gun being snapped on,'we 
turned, and a soldier asked us for our identity cards. I answered that mine was at the police 
station; Muhannad claimed he was only 17 and so did not have one, to avoid giving his card 
to the soldiers. We were both taken to the Ramallah military headquarters. 19 were already 
there. 

Day one: We were all lined up against the wall with our arms up. Soldiers carrying 
sticks went around beating us on our backs and our legs. Women soldiers also took part; one, 
called ‘Hanna’ seemed to relish the job (she was short, dark, had along face and looked like a 
chimpanzee). We felt as if our raised arms were going to fall off at the shoulders. One guy 
from Ein Areek was lying on the floor, we understood that he had been beaten up earlier for3 
hours, including on his sexual organs. The guy was in obvious pain and was frothing atthe 
mouth but the soldiers claimed that he was only pretending. Lawyer Felicia Langer came 
by, but soldiers mocked her and used foul language and she complained to the officers. 

Muhannad: We were asked to place out our hands in front of us. Then soldiers hit us on 
our fingers with sticks. When it got unbearable, I removed my hands; I was beaten on my 
genitals. Then four soldiers came and took me aside and beat me up, then they returned me to 
the others and took somebody else away. Although the weather was good during the day, it 
turned chilly at night and we were left out. We were not allowed to speak to each other or to 
sleep. We tried to doze off but were awakened every hour or so for a count. Every time the 
guard changed we got a new bunch of soldiers who beat us and insulted us verbally. One of 
the men they had picked up near a school was a teacher. They accused him of burning tyres. 
When he protested that he was too old for that type of thing, he was beaten up then made to 
run. A soldier ran behind him beating him with a stick and shouting ‘Deedee’ as if speaking 
to a donkey. That night, all of us were ordered to run from the front of the prison yard to the 
back, soldiers who ran with us beat us all the way there. 

A soldier called Captain Jo, who is responsible for Refugee Camp matters, came with 
four thugs who were wearing sweatsuits and carrying machine guns. These were the same 
people who stopped 2 taxi cabs with Nablus licence plates, took them and went to Bettin, 
broke the glass panes on several windows in the village and then arrested a number of 
people. In the homes of Fayez and Akram, they let loose adog who bit the two young men and 
terrorized the children of the household. We were all lined up facing the wall, and each of us 
got a Karate chop on his back in addition to kicks and punches. When the beatings stopped 
we tried to sit down and sleep since we were hungry and exhausted but the soldiers kept 
stepping on us. We got nothing to eat that day. 


Day Two: We were not beaten up till noon the next day. They brought about ten new 
detainees from Al-Jalazone Refugee Camp, at least 7 of them were over 30. Then the four 
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thugs left and returned with 2 students from the Ramallah High School - as they were 
coming towards us they were beating them all over. Their faces were bloody and their 
clothes were torn. We were lined up facing the wall again with our arms up and were given 
the worst beating we had received so far. Maher Al-Tarifi and Gasoub plus three others 
fainted. It was a combination of lack of food and sleep and the ill-treatment they had 
received. We ran and carried them tothe grass. We were quickly summoned back, but the two 
minutes with our hands down helped restore circulation to our arms. We were beaten again. 
One of the detainees had had psychiatric trouble and was obviously getting worse. He was 
used to getting 15 hours of sleep every night but had only managed to sleep for about 4 hours 
these two days. One soldier approached us and asked: “Would you mind if you all spend the 
night on your feet while this man lies down?” We told him that was fine with us. We were 
then ordered to lift Khaled up. At times we were ordered to go round and round; then we were 
asked to stamp our feet; then sing. At times we had to lower Khaled, then lifthim up again. At 
one point we were ordered to place Ma’moun, who is heavily-set and weighs about 80 kilos, 
on top of Khaled and carry them both. Soldiers would then climb on benches and then throw 
themselves at us and we would all fall down. Those of us who did not carry Khaled were 
made to do push-ups. At5.00 a.m. after we were allowed to put Khaled down we were told that 
“Albert” wanted us to rest. Albert is a very cruel person. He had a routine he liked to follow 
with us. We nicknamed him “Red Boot Albert’. He had red boots and, looked like one big red 
boot. He would come in and say “‘Uskutu!” (shut up) and we were supposed to answer: 
“Sakatna” (we have shut up). Then he would say ‘“‘Louder!” and if we did not obey we got 
beaten up. Or he would say: “Good morning” and we were supposed to say: ‘“‘Good morning 
Baba” (dady). So we obeyed Albert and sat down “‘to sleep” but were ordered instead to snore. 
We were forced to and the soldiers found that terribly amusing and laughed their heads off. 
That day, we got one meal at midnight. It consisted of two slices of bread. We noticed that 
when officers were around, no one molested us, but officers were rarely to be seen and 
soldiers felt free to do what they liked. I was afraid they would find my I.D., sol gave it to 
them. 


Day Three: We were made to sit outside near the gate. We heard the sounds ofa fight and 
heard a woman shouting and later learnt that one of the mothers of a detainee had hit a 
soldier. No one hit us till noon when we were interrogated and asked if we had thrown stones 
at the army. While some were asked questions others were beaten. The two who were beaten 
up most severely were Amin and Basheer E1l-Barghouti, who are considered nationalists; 
they were taken behind a wall and we heard their screams. Akram Ala-Eddin and I were 
beaten with sticks over our heads until one stick broke. I felt as if there were streets in my 
skull. While one soldier used a stick, two others just kicked us. 


Gasoub: I was working outside just moving dirt around since there was nothing to do. I 
tried to look busy, then I looked up and saw my brother outside the prison wall. I looked at 
him; a soldier hit me on my back and arm with a thick iron rod. The blows hurt, but I did not 
even wince, to spare my brother. He left, not wanting to cause me more trouble. Between 2 
and 5 p.m. we were fine. Two of the soldiers who were now guarding us were kind and 
distributed cigarettes to all of us. At 5 p.m. we got our only meal that day, 2 slices of bread 
with a tiny dab of jam. That night was calm but at 12 p.m. we were awakened and asked to 
unload barrels into a warehouse. During our detention we were forced to spend a great deal 
of time outdoors; that third day we spent three hours under the rain. 


Day Four: Nothing happened till noon. We were taken to the barracks. Then six of us 
were asked to clean the garbage dump in two minutes. That of course was impossible so we 
were beaten up. With us was a 13-year-old kid called Isam. The way his mouth was set made 
it look like he was smiling when he was not. A soldier kept accusing him of mocking him 
and beat him up repeatedly and made him clean the garbage. 16 prisoners were brought from 
the Teachers’ Training College. They had already been convicted for demonstrating but 
were beaten although we understand that it is against the law to hit someone who had been 
tried. 


Gasoub: A soldier called Yofi lined people up and beat them for disobeying his orders of 
not speaking to each other. He then asked us to take out shoes off and then stepped on our 
toes with his army boots. That day we had begun receiving regular meals. The man who was 
responsible for the kitchen was called Sham’oun. He seemed kinder than the rest and some 
of the men showed him their bruises and told him that if the beatings did not stop they were 
going on a hunger strike. From then on, we were locked up in our barracks, but the key was 
given to soldiers who normally molested us only at meal times. Then the soldiers were 
replaced by military police and things got better. Each two of us slept in one bed and each six 
shared a plate. We all had to use the same glass but we organized ourselves into groups to 
make thing's easier. On the 28th Muhannad was released because of a bureaucratic foul-up. 
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By then each was given a plate, tables were brought in (we had to eat on the floor before that) 
and we gotextra blankets. On the 29th we understood why those changes had taken place. We 
were visited by the Red Cross and told them our stories. On March 31st, I was released. 


Ma’moun E]l Far - 1964, High-School Student 


Ma’moun was arrested on March 20, 1982 because soldiers heard him urging shopkeepers to 
close and saying “Come on, you should all unite together and close your shops”. Ma’moun 
was taken tothe Ramallah prison with Gasoub and Muhammad and suffered all the beatings 
they had gone through; but he was often singled out for extra abuse, perhaps because he was 
heavily set. 

Ma’moun describes what happened to him. 

At one point a skinny kid was asked to carry me. After about five minutes the young man 
was shaking with the strain but was too scared to put me down. SoI wishpered: “Its O.K. put 
me down”. A soldier took his belt off and hit me on my face about 20 times - the metal buckle 
hit my face it was very painful, but I controlled myself in order not to give him the 
satisfaction of seeing me in pain, that made him hit harder. When “Albert’’ came in and 
talked to us I spoke to him in English: “So you are one of those Americans?” (Ramallah 
residents who have spent some time in the U.S.) “Iam going to kill you”. He then asked me to 
extend my hands and said “Count with me”, and hit me with a stick 50 times on each palm. 
While counting he would stop and say “I made a mistake, lets take it from the top!”. Then he 
made me turn my palms inward and beat me 4 times on each hand on my fingers. At another 
time I was taken to a room and 5 soldiers followed me in, and about 10 more joined them. 
They all beat me with sticks (4 sticks broke on my back) and punched me all over. I refused to 
scream and that incensed them. They were making a lot of racket and an old guy came out 
and said: “Look, you are making too much noise, I want to sleep, go beat him somewhere 
else’. When I was ordered to lie on top of Khaled (see details in the GASOUB and 
MUHANNAD story) I tried to roll to the side and pretend it was not possible in order not to 
hurt Khaled, but the soldiers forced me to. On the 24th I was released without my I.D. I was 
told it was lost and I had to make a new one. You need all kinds of papers to do that, and so far 
my father has been going there daily but has not succeeded in getting me one. 


Subhi Hasan Saleh: Born in 1961. Works as a labourer 


I was asleep and heard loud banging at the door at about 10.30 p.m. My father opened the 
door, soldiers burst in, asked me to get dressed, then one of them held my shoulder, the other 
held me by the hair and the third aimed a machine gun at me. I told them that I was going 
with them so there was no need for this; they asked me to shut up, one twisted my arm behind 
my back and then hit me in the stomach. The soldiers took me out in that uncomfortable 
position. About 30 soldiers were surrounding the house. I asked the soldier who shoved me 
into the car to let go of my arm, but he refused. We sat in the car and waited till they arrested 
the others. They had a list of people they were after but only in some cases. Our neighbour 
has only small children, yet they burst in and frightened everybody looking for young men 
to arrest. Another has grown sons who are all out of the country, but they bothered her too. I 
was beaten all the way to the prison by the 2 guys sitting on both sides of me. I had no idea 
why I was arrested. Some say it is a precautionary measure. Just before we were released, 
the Military Governor told us that since no trouble occured after we were arrested it meant 
that we had caused previous disturbances and so we will be held responsible for anything 
that happens in the future. I was released after 3 nights in prison. I was not beaten there. 


Ibrahim Shaban: Born in 1957 (Ahmad El] Sheikh, 34, has 8 children). 


On the night of the 21st, Ahmad had spent the evening at my family’s house and wanted to 
go home, soI walked with him part of the way as is the custom. We came across a patrol with 
its lights off; we continued walking, they called on us to stop, we ignored them, so they 
followed us, took our I.D.’s. Another car came from a different direction, they waited until 
11.30 when a guy called Taysir came; they arrested him and beat him up. One soldier asked 
‘How many do we now have?” “Nine”. ‘That is enough”, the other replied. Then we were all 
taken to prison for three nights. We were beaten on our way there but no one touched us in 
prison. 


Mohammad AI Al-Araishi: Born in 1967. Is an apprentice blacksmith at the School of Social 
Services. Lives in Jalazone Refugee Camp. 


One morning after some demonstrations, I was taken off the school bus with other kids. One 
soldier asked me to come towards him. I refused. So he called two more soldiers because “he 
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was too scared to beat me on his own”, then the three of them hit me. A man from the Camp 
tried to intervene but one of the soldiers threatened him with a hand grenade. We were taken 
to the courtyard of the Ramallah prison and it was getting cold, so a girl, who was arrested 
when I was, gave me her coat. At 3 p.m. they took us to the prison where other men where. 
Everybody had lunch then but I did not feel like eating so I slept till 8 o’clock. Then supper 
was brought in sol ate. At 9.30 p.m. we were released. We did notfind any means of transport, 
so we were forced to take a private taxi to the Camp and got there around midnight. Once we 
were taken from the Camp to the hill behind it. "Who usually throws stones at us?” they 
asked. We were beaten. Then the soldiers left, leaving only 2 behind. Those took out some 
money and said they would give it to us if we told them who it was. We said we did not know. 
One said: "I'll shoot you". Then he changed his mind and said “No, the PLO will shoot you”. 
We said: “These are our people. they will not shoot us”. We were kept there from 2 to 5. 


Layla Najjar: Has 3 children, lives in Al-Jalazone Refugee Camp. 


On March 28, sometime at night we heard loud knocking at our door. My husband opened the 
door; the soldiers beat him upon the spot. They were looking for young men. We had none, s0 
they went next door and beat up my brother-in-law. My son Saher, aged 4, had hightmares 
about it later: he told his grandmother: “They have tied up my uncle with thread and are 
beating him up. I am going to throw stones at them”. Our family has suffered a great deal at 
Israeli hands. My brother was deported to Amman and we were not allowed to see him. My 
mother missed him and went to Amman to yisit him; when she returned, she was imprisoned 


for 3 months. 


Taysir Najjar: Born in 1964. Works as a labourer. Lives in Al-Jalazone Refugee Camp, next 
to Layla’s house. 


At 11.30 soldiers banged at the door and burst in before I had a chance to get out of bed. One 
soldier wanted to lift me up by the arm but I did not allow him to. He was about to hit. I told 
him no to. My mother started to cry. I went to her and tried to comfort her. he yanked me 
away and hit me with the butt of the gun in front of her. From the top of the street to the shop5 
soldiers hit me. One opened the car door and pushed me into the Peugeot. Once inside I was 
hit too. We got to the prison yard. I was beaten 3 times with a stick on my leg, back and hands. 
We were not allowed to sleep for long, and at 11 they took us out for acount - there they’dkeep 
us out for an hour. We were made to work at night. Whoever came to get us out beat us up. We 
were about 49 in that room and I was kept for 3 nights. Before release the Military Governor 
told us that we are responsible for anything that happens in the Camp and that they had our 
names and pictures. 


Adel Hussein Yehya: Born in 1959, resident of Al-Jalazone Refugee Camp, works as an 
assistant researcher at the Birzeit University Research Center. 


On March 28th at 9.30 p.m. I was awakened by loud banging at my door. I opened up and a 
number of soldiers came in and asked me to get dressed. I protested that I was scheduled to 
have a gall bladder operation the first week of April at Hadassah Hospital. but they insisted 
on taking me with them. I took a bottle of my medicine but was not allowed tocarry it. Itwas 
handed over to a policeman who promised to give it to me once we got to prison: but that 
was the last !I saw of it. When1 showed him tne injections | had totake, one soldier pushed me 
against the wall, raised my sleeve and said: “I'll give it to you". I was scared. and said I was notin 
pain now but would like to have it with me. | told them that there was another bottle of 
medicine in my parents’ house 6 meters away. I was told that I had to get dressed frist, I 
refused to do so without it. So they agreed and we all went to my parents’ house. There my 
family created a fuss. The soldiers got upset at my family so they were about to take me 
away in my pyjamas. But two soldiers put me up against the wall and beat me with the butt of 
a gun. My nose started bleeding. My nose and ear still hurt. One soldier pointed his revolver 
to my head and asked “Why does your mother insult us?” Then they shut my parents out and 
asked me where a number of people lived. When | answered that | did not Know, I was beaten 
and told to ask the neighbours. Then they went around and arrested the other 8. We were 
taken in a Peugeot; on one side of me there was an intelligence man, on the other a soldier, 
both hit me all the way there. Because I had Che Guevaras poster I was accused of being a 
communist. We arrived at prison at 12.30. There we found about 30 others: some had been 
arrested 12 days earlier. There were few beds so we were taken to the barracks where dogs 
used to sleep before 1967. We understood that the guys who were there were severely beaten 
but we were not. A day later the soldiers were replaced by the military police, tables were 
brought into our rooms and we were given a plate each. On the 29th, after our meeting with 
the Red Cross, the Israelis brought my X-Rays from the house. 
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Nobody knows why they arrested us but we believe they wanted us out of circulation on 
Land Day. What angered me, though, is the fact that the Israelis lied to the Red Cross and 
claimed I was arrested because I attacked a soldier. I told my version of the story. 


We were not beaten in prison and were released on the 31st of March, after a lecture from the 
Military Governor who said: “After we arrested you nothing happened in the West Bank. 
That proves that you were responsible for all disturbances. We know you are politically 
active, we know you incite people to demonstrate. Next time you will be incarcerated for 18 
days without trial. We will hold you responsible for any incidents in the Camp, in Ramallah 
and E]-Bireh”. 


Issa Burbar - 24, electrician 
Ghattas Burbar - 20, Mechanic 
Jamil Al-Hajj - 21, electrician. All residents of Birzeit. 


Story told by Issa’s mother. 


“At about 7.30 p.m.. my son and his two companions had just finished work and went to the 
Café close to our house when three settlers in civilian clothes, with machine guns came out 
of their car, pointed their guns at them and said: ““You, you and you give us yourI.D. cards”. 
Then they ordered the 3 men into their car and sped away. Other men at the Café ran to me 
and told me. We went to the post-office and called the police and got the number of the 
Military Governor. He was very upset when we got his number: "Where did you get my number 
trom, and why do you keep saying it was settlers?’’"We described them and said they were 
heading in the direction of Halamish Settlement. He said he would call back. In ten minutes 
he said that he had called a patrol that was stationed in the area and that the men were 
released. They did not arrive till 9.30 p.m.; from them we learnt that they were taken to a road 
block; the settlers made Ghattas clear it up and then released him figuring it was easier to 
handle only two. The settlers drove on and not the patrol. My son said they were relieved to 
be with the army, but instead of taking them, the army just talked to the settlers and drove 
away. When they were out of sight, the settlers asked them to go down and walk home 
through the hills instead of along the main road. A settler said to them “If we see you on the 
road, we will kill you”. Issa’s father was killed in 1967, his older brother is in the U.S.A. and 
here he is the earner of the family; he is busy making a living to support his sisters (one was 
born after her father was killed). He has no time for demonstrations, it is very hard tofind 
work and once you find it you stick to it. Idonot lethim work outside Birzeit. Ido not want to 
lose him’’. This happened on March 24th, 1982. 


Adel Zagha: 


On Wednesday March 31 1982 at about 12.30 p.m. I was walking to-Tobassi Pharmacy (in 
Ramallah), carrying a shoulder bag containing my clothing. The bag was tri-colored (red, 
green and black), and I happened to be wearing a white shirt. I. passed a large army patrol 
stationed at the Manara Square and entered the Pharmacy. I then saw the officer-in-charge 
of the patrol enter the Pharmacy in great haste. He asked me if I knew Hebrew; when I said I 
spoke English, he asked me about my bag. I emptied it and showed its contents to him. When 
he found nothing in it he expressed signs of disappointment. I asked him why he-stopped me; 
he said he “didn’t like the colours of the bag’’, and left. (Those are the colours of the 
Palestinian flag). 

A few minutes later a soldier entered the Pharmacy and asked me to follow-him, with the 
bag, to the patrol. When I inquired what was at the patrol, he told meI must go with him tothe 
military headquarters. He then asked for my I.D. card. I refused to go with him and to hand 
him my I.D., saying that this looked like an arrest, while he did not have an order for my 
arrest. He said it was only an “investigation”; after a long argument he asked me, “Will you 
go with me on your own or by force?’ I said I preferred to go without force. When we arrived 
at the military headquarters we found an intelligence officer, wearing civilian dress, 
waiting for me. He is short, has longish red hair, freckles, and a slight stutter. His glasses 
weré pushed back off his forehead. He asked me to follow him inside; we entered what 
seemed like a passage between rooms. The passage was filthy and I could see dried blood on 
the floor. That is the interrogation room they call “‘the butchery”. The officer started to 
search my bag which contained dirty clothes and some cassettes. He took out and listened to 
some cassettes containing foreign songs. Then began the interrogation. I stayed in that 
room for an hour. 

- “What do you do?”’ 

- “I teach at Birzeit University”. 

- “Why do you teach students politics?” 
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- “I don’t have enough time to teach politics. I teach economics”. 

- “Who are the PLO men in Ramallah that you meet?” 

- “I don’t know”. 

It seems he didn’t like my last answer; he began to hit me on the face, the stomach, the waist, 

and the genitals. He said: 

- “If you want to be a hero, then I will break your arms and legs and make you a dead hero! 

Because of these heroes thousands of children are killed”. 

- “If you harm me, you will be the loser, not me, since I will die sooner or later anyway”. 

- “Yes, your death would cause me a problem”. 

- “That is your problem, not mine”. 

- “Who are the revolutionary faculty at Birzeit University?” 

- “From a sociological viewpoint, faculties are not revolutionaries”. 

He cursed me and said: 

- “I don’t want your viewpoint. Are there any revolutionaries or not?” 

- “There aren't any and I don’t know”. 

He hit me again. I began to become concerned about protecting myself. 

- “Do any students of yours participate in demonstrations?” 

- “No, they cannot, since the University is always surrounded. Ask the soldiers and they will 
tell you I’m right”. 

- “Where were you yesterday (Land Day)?” 

- “In Ramallah and Jerusalem”’. 

- “You are lying!”. 

He hit me again. After that I refused to answer any more questions. He said: “You are 
upsetting me, you are forcing me to beat you!”’. 

He beat me again. (I remembered at that time a film called “The Question” on the Algerian 
Resistance to the French occupation. The same techniques of interrogation and torture. 
Henry, the hero of the film, would stay silent to infuriate the interrogator). There was an 
armed soldier protecting the interrogator from an unarmed young man like me. He took my 
LD. and the cassettes. He returned in half an hour and returned the cassettes, asking me to 
follow him outside. He told me to sit on the ground, without a guard. I refused, saying the 
other soldiers might think I had escaped. especially sinceI didn'thave my 1.D.I asked him to 
get me a guard. He made me sit but did not ask fora guard. I satin the sun forclose to an hour. 
I saw some E]-Bireh detainees being released. 

At about 4 p.m. I was given my I.D. and released. 

| asked the interrogator why all this had happened to me. He answered: We suspected you!”. 


There was no public transport out of the village of Jifna the morning of Land Day, on March 
30, so 40 to 50 young people decided to stay in their village of 500 as planned the day before 
and observe Land Day cleaning up the streets, starting at 10.00 a.m. in the morning. At about 
1.30 a green Fiat 124 stopped 50 metres away from the group; a settler with skull cap was 
carrying an Uzi machine gun, placed it on top of the car and trained it at the group; the 
second one walked towards them pointed his machine gun at the volunteers, and chose three 


of them at random: 

1. Mario Salamah, born 1961 (carpenter) 
2. John Kassis, born 1965, student 

3. Jamil Abdo, born 1964, student. 


The Settler asked them for the I.D.’s. The three young men at first refused to hand them over, 
but the man lifted the safety catch of the machine gun and got results. He then asked the three 
to go towards the car. At that point villagers who had gathered near the car intervened and 
tried to stop the settlers from taking them, but the second settler draw his revolver and 
pointed at Zuhair Zahran, a villager, and threatened him. On the car seat there were 3 or 4 
machine guns; one of the settlers placed them in the trunk of the car. Mario was made to sit 
next to the driver who drove one hand and held a machine gun pointed at Mario with the 
other. The other two were placed in the back seat and a revolver was pointed at the side of one 
of them. The car sped off with three cars with the relatives of the boys following it. The 
three boys believe that because the settlers noticed the three cars they took their captives to an 
army patrol instead of taking them to the Halameesh settlement. The Settlers took them to a 
Peugeot with a yellow plate car which had four men in military uniforms; all had skull caps. 
They had a wireless in their car, they called an army patrol and handed them over. On their 
way to Ramallah they came across a road block. One of the soldiers told Jamil “Go down son 
of an adulteress (ya Iben Ezzanyeh) and clean up the street”. When Jamil was through, the 
army took them to the Rantallah Military headquarters. At the waiting room there, there 
were 18 people. 13 from Kalandia, 5 or 6 from Ramallah and El-Bireh and 3 from J ifna, 

An investigator came in and asked where the Jifna boys were. Then he asked Mario if he had 
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ever worked in a Cafeteria at the Marara in Ramallah. Mario answered that he had. One day 
during a demonstration soldiers burst in on the Cafeteria and beated workers and customers 
up. John, who was drinking some Nescafé was beaten so badly that he required 7 stitches on 
his head, but no one remembered him. Mario was singled out for their rage. “Anger 
descended” as he puts it. Every time a soldier went up the stairs the soldier near the door 
would say something in Hebrew and point at Mario, and Mario would be hit when the soldier 
came up and when he returned. They would approach him with their hands behind their 
backs and say hello, then they would ask what his name was. As soon as he answered they 
would slap him hard on the face; as soon as he would duck, they would hit him with aclosed 
fist. on his head. 

Mario sat on a bench so the next soldier who came pulled him up with his hair, hit him in the knee 
and stomach. The first time he lay on the floor for 15 minutes. When the next 3 guys beat him up the 
same way he had become used to it. One of them, a blonde soldier with a moustache, asked for his 
name. Mario refused to answer. The guy took a swtich blade from his pocket, pointed it first to his 
thigh. then to his neck and said. “Don't be scared - you are going to be my guest tonight. I am going 
to slayghter you”. This soldier’s Arabic was not that good. So he kept asking another soldier who 
spoke with a Syrian accent how to say this or that. He asked what “man” was, then he boasted 
showing his muscle “I am a man-tonight, all of you are my guests; you have only 2 more weeks 
here, then we are deporting you to Jordan”. The man threw the cigarette butt he was smoking in 
Mario's hair. After eating an apple he threw the core at his head. As he was leaving he said to the 
whole group:"Iam on duty tonight, say *Ma’Essalma” (Goodbye my Master, God Bless you) 
twice.” When nobody answered he cursed them profusely (needing no translator here) and 
said “Sons of bitches, answer your master”. 

The group said in chorus ‘‘Ma’ Essalma”’. At 6 o'clock an investigator entered the room. At 
first he appeared to be friendly. “Hi guys - welcome guys - you are my guests”. Then a 
soldier entered, his arm was in a sling and his face was bruised. ‘See this guy -heis my best 
friend and this happened to him in Kalandia Refugee Camp”. He drew his pistol - asked the 
13 from Kalandia to step out towards him - he trained his pistol at them and said: ‘You have 
one hour to tell me the name of the persons who didthis to him. If you donot some one inthis 
room will be shot. He then went around to every one of them and hit him withhis pistolinthe 
same place right under the eye, blood ran in every single case and all the eyes turned blue. 
Three of them were beaten so much they had to be taken to hospital. They returned them with 
their medicines. 

The investigator talked to one of those people. When the young man informed him in Hebrew 
that he was suffering from bleeding he held him by the hair and he yanked him towards him 
and hit him with his knee in his stomach. He fell to the floor and was spitting blood. 
Six soldiers then came and asked about people from Ramallah, Jifna and started beating a 
guy up. Then they heard their officer coming and left hurriedly. 

At5.30 a soldier came and asked if they had had any food. On being told they had had nothing 
since morning: “Oh, I'll send you something’”’. Hesent three soldiers who beat them up some 
more. At 8.00 in the evening the three were released. No charges were filed against them. 
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CHAPTER III 


STATEMENTS FROM PERSONAL EXPERIENCE ON THE 
EVENTS OF 1982 IN LEBANON, THE CONDUCT OF THE WAR 
AND THE CONDITIONS OF THE OCCUPATION 


Some of these personal statements were submitted in writing by 
their authors and are therefore in the nature of formal reports. Others 
are transcripts of recordings made at the Brussel’s Conference on 23 
and 24 October 1982 and we have deliberately preserved their original 
wording. If the style is sometimes clumsy and sentences are occasion- 
nally ill-constructed this is to be explained by the very recent nature of 
the events described and the consequent emotional strain on the 
speakers. 


STATEMENT BY PAULETTE PIERSON-MATHY, 
PROFESSOR OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 
AT BRUSSELS FREE UNIVERSITY. 


The Israeli invasion of Lebanon of 6 June 1982, followed as it was by 
the total destruction of the Palestinian refugee camps in South Lebanon 
and the devastating air-raids on West Beirut, combined with the siege 
and blockade of the big Arab capital with its civilian population of 
several hundred thousands, came as a severe shock to the conscience of 
humanity. 

While in Sour, in Sayda, in the Bekaa and in West Beirut Israel 
pursued its aggressive intentions against the Palestinian people and 
the Lebanese State, and while its army trampled underfoot the most 
fundamental rules of international humanitarian law in its conduct of 
operations, numbers of lawyers confronted by the brutal challenge of 
such open and repeated violations of international law, took sides on 
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the issue as so many other men and women had done. Initiatives were 
taken, both nationally and internationally, in numerous quarters, and 
even in Israel itself, with a view to clear establishment of the inter- 
national responsibilities involved. 

One of these initiatives led to the setting up of an International 
Commission of Inquiry into the Israeli Crimes Committed against the 
Lebanese and Palestinian People, the first of whose meetings was held 
in Nicosia on 14, 15 and 16 August, under the chairmanship of John 
Platts-Mills, Q.C., President of the Haldane Society in Great Britain. 
Prior to this meeting an international fact-finding mission had been 
sent to Damascus and to Lebanon to collect the evidence of those on the 
spot and make its own investigations. 

It was a member of this mission, wich spent the period from 8 to 14 
August in Syria and Lebanon. There were three of us: the composer 
Mikis Theodorakis, who is also a member of the Greek Parliament, Mr. 
Hans Goran Frank, a Swedish lawyer representing the Social Demo- 
cratic Party and acting as the special emissary of Mr. Olof Palme, and 
myself in my capacity as lecturer at the Faculty of Law of Brussels Free 
University. 


Damascus 


In Damascus the mission had talks with leading figures of the 
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), the Lebanese National 
Movement and the Committee for Solidarity with Palestine and with a 
number of other people. These talks made it clear that the Israeli army 
was determined to wipe the refugee camps off the map and for this 
purpose was using a huge military potential on the urban centres, 
regardless of the loss of life, whether Palestinian or Lebanese. 

The people we talked to, though they considered that the main 
responsibility for the war of aggression waged in violation of the cease- 
fire ordered by the Security Council in July 1961 was to be attributed to 
Israel, also emphasized the responsibility of the United States for its 
outbreak and continued pursuit, reminding us that twice since the 
invasion had begun the US government had used its right of veto to 
prevent the Security Council from adopting resolutions in favour of the 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from Lebanon and the cessation of-all 
military assistance to Israel. 

At the time of our visit fierce fighting had already been in progress 
for two months. Since the invasion had started the Syrian capital had 
taken in large numbers of casualties, Syrian as well as Lebanese and 
Palestinian. We visited two of the main hospitals where injured 
civilians and soldiers were being cared for, the Jaffa Hospital of the 
Palestinian Red Crescent and the Harasta Syrian Army Hospital. 

At the Jaffa Hospital the overwhelming majority of patients were 
civilians. The Director of the hospital and his assistants, all of them 
doctors, laid great stress on the fact that the proportion of civilian 
casualties was so high. They had unfortunately a great deal of 
experience of wars waged by Israel against the Palestinian people and 
they told us it was the first time they had seen so high a percentage of 
injured civilians - 70%, it was estimated, of all the casualties being 
nursed. Of the 70%, half were women or children. Even the Syrian army 
hospital had taken a certain number of injured civilians. 
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These doctors and their colleagues further complained of the 
difficulty they were having in treating their patients, most of whom had 
been injured by cluster bombs or shells or by phosphorus bombs, which 
had never before been used intensively against concentrations of 
civilians and which the Israelis were primarilyusing on the refugee 
camps. These bombs are prohibited by international law because they 
cause unnecessary suffering and multiple injuries or burns which 
penetrate profoundly into the bodily tissue and are difficult if not 
impossible to heal. 

We saw Several dozen of these casualties and were able to talk to 
several people who had had to be amputated because of the rapidly- 
spreading infections caused by splinters from the cluster bombs, or 
who were awaiting a further operation, while others had received 
Spinal injuries and were now paralysed. 

Most of the casualties still in hospital had come from South 
Lebanon at the beginning of the invasion, though some came from the 
Bekaa where fighting was still going on. 

Over five hundred injured had already left the Jaffa Hospital. Most 
of these had been evacuated to hospitals in friendly countries, either for 
the more complex treatment their condition demanded or for physical 
rehabilitation. 

The appalling things we discovered in these hospitals lying 
relatively far from the front were nothing compared with what we were 
to find in South Lebanon after the devastation caused by the Israeli 
invasion, or in West Beirut which the same Israeli armed forces were 
now besieging. 


Lebanon 


From Damascus the mission went on to Lebanon, reaching Beirut 
via Tripoli. For security reasons it was decided that Mikis Theodorakis 
must not travel through the zones controlled by the Falangists and 
occupied by the Israeli army. He therefore remained in North Lebanon, 
where he had talks at a high level with political leaders of the PLO and 
the Lebanese National Movement, and also with Mr. Frangieé, ex- 
President of Lebanon, and Mr. R. Karamé, former Prime Minister. He 
further visited Lebanese villages and Palestinian refugee camps in the 
Bekaa which Israeli bombing had destroyed. 

The two other members of the mission went - at their own risk - to 
South Lebanon and Beirut, contriving without too much trouble to get 
past the innumerable army and police barriers on the way to the zone 
controlled by the Falangists and occupied by the Israeli army, before 
reaching West Beirut, which was the mission’s main objective. 


East Beirut. Here the mission stayed at the Hotel Alexander, the 
only hotel in that part of the town, located in the Christian district of 
Achrafief, a Falangist bastion now occupied by the Israeli army. The 
hotel itself, which stands on a hilltop, occupies a strategic position 
overlooking the whole of West Beirut, on the boundary between the two 
sectors of the town, immediately next to the Museum access and hence 
right next to the front lines. 

A few days before our arrival a car concealing a booby trap had 
exploded in the huge courtyard in front of the building, injuring no one 
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but smashing all the windows on the lower floors and blasting out a 
large number of doors and window-frames. 

A few elderly people had taken refuge in the hotel despite the din 
from the bombs and the gunfire, but it was mainly filled with foreign 
press correspondents and television teams from the major networks, 
chiefly American. Each of these teams and each group of journalists 
had with it its Israeli army information officer, without whom it was 
unable to move about to do its job. 

We were thus able to see for ourselves how Strictly the Israeliarmy 
controlled was the information leaving East Beirut. 

The hotel was swarming with these Israeli men in uniform, 
ostentatiously wearing their firearms, even in the dining-room. It is 
true that we were in the front line and that on the huge platform afforded 
by the hotel roof American television cameras were constantly in 
operation filming the most spectacular raids on West Beirut. This was a 
sight at once horrific and almost unreal: from the roof we could watch 
the Israeli air force destroy whole districts in the town where we knew 
that there lived, side by side with the combatants, a Palestinian and 
Lebanese civilian population numbering hundreds of thousands. 

For a few days we were witnesses of the terrifying spectacle 
afforded by the performances of these highly perfected planes of US 
manufacture operating at an altitude beyond the reach of the Palesti- 
nian anti-aircraft defences, capable of misleading the ground-to-air 
missiles with their chaffs and accurately bombing objectives which, in 
a town which still contained a population of some five hundred 
thousand, were necessarily mainly civilian in character. 

From the whereabouts of the columns of smoke which appeared 
straight after the passing of the successive waves of lethal machines, 
the more experienced among the journalists were able to identify with 
accuracy the district, block or even isolated building which had been 
hit. 

These deadly air-raids were supplemented by simulated air attacks 
designed to keep the population of West Beirut, which had already been 
besieged for several weeks and was having to put up with a merciless 
blockade, in a state of constant tension and terror. 


From Beirut to Sayda 


Since it was practically impossible to get into West Beirut during 
these raids, we decided to go to Sayda on our own, i.e. without an Israeli 
escort, in order to see for ourselves the effect of the Israeli invasion ona 
big town which before the Israeli occupation had contained a large 
number of Palestinian refugees. 

The sight which awaited us on the southern outskirts of Beirut, on 
the coastal road leading southwards, was one of complete devastation, 
partly owing to the fighting and partly to the violent shelling from the 
Israeli navy and the bombings which had preceded the Israeli advance 
towards Beirut. 

The road ran parallel to the airport, near which lay the Palestinian 
camp of Bourj el Burajneh, before passing through Khalde and Damour. 
The whole of the way traces of the recent fighting were very clearly 
visible. 
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At certain points the road itself was impracticable and for short 
distances the car was obliged to follow a track running through 
gardens. For several miles we saw nothing but destruction on either 
side of the road - ruins of such civilian objectives as private residences, 
hotels, casinos, swimming pools, or bathing beaches with their tourist 
amenities. 

We passed through Khalde, which is almost totally razed to the 
ground, and then Damour, built on ahill and now completely emptied of 
its Palestinian population, largely destroyed by the fighting and the 
Israeli air-raids, and converted for the time being into an entrenched 
camp for the Israeli army. 

A big Israeli army convoy was travelling along the road in the 
direction of Beirut and the whole way one saw nothing but Israeli 
military installations and depots of arms and munitions, mostly on the 
sea side of the road; one could also see road signs in Hebrew for the 
benefit of the occupying army. 


The testimonies of the survivors from the camp of Ain E1 Helweh. 

In Sayda, the third Lebanese town to be occupied by the Israeli, 
which had been taken after some very hard fighting for the control of 
the Palestinian camp of Ain E] Helweh, we were immediately struck by 
the extent of the damage to certain shopping and residential districts in 
the town centre. We spoke to some young Lebanese people, one of whom 
had been detained in the Ansar camp, and they told us how anxious they 
were to see the Israelis leave Lebanon as soon as possible. 

We were unfamiliar with the town and it would have been difficult, 
if we were not to attract attention, to ask just anyone to direct us to the 
site of the Ain E] Helweh camp, which the Israeliarmy had declared out 
of bounds to the international press. It was these young people who told 
us the whereabouts of the camp, formerly one of the biggest of all the 
Palestinian refugee camps; otherwise we could have walked past it 
without the slightest idea that only a few weeks previously it had been 
inhabited by tens of thousands of people, with the PLO in charge of its 
organization and administration. 

- What we found, instead of a Palestinian built-up area immediately 
next to the town, was a vast plain on which nothing at all was standing 
and on which there was no trace of houses, streets or, at first sight, of 
human life. It was just a huge stretch of plain covered with minute 
greyish pieces of wreckage. On its outskirts some buildings were still 
standing, most of them with one upper storey and some a little higher, 
but all of them badly shaken by the air raids. None of them - neither the 
Palestinian hospital, nor the schools built with UNESCO aid - was 
intact. We rapidly realized that these ruins housed live human beings. 
Very soon we were approached by women, children and olderly men, at 
first with a certain mistrust because they took us for Israeli or 
American tourists; but as soon as they heard we were Europeans and 
learned the reason for our presence there the group of women and 
children rapidly swelled to one of several dozen people, all anxious to 
express themselves. And these survivors from the camp described tous 
the horrors they had lived through and the poverty and affliction in 
which they were now living. 

The horrors they had experienced had been the outcome of the 
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Israeli army’s repeated attacks on the camp: on the pretext of overcom- 
ing Palestinian resistance the Israeli artillery had systematically 
subjected it to heavy fire for several days, and what was left of it was 
then destroyed by intensive bombing, although the Israelis were aware 
that it still contained a large number of civilians. 


The atrocious tales told us by these women and children in their 
anxiety, as they explained, to make the truth about what had happened 
clearly known in Europe, were subsequently corroborated by the 
unanswerably incriminating testimonies given us by the foreign 
doctors and nursing staff previously working at the Palestinian Red 
Crescent hospital, which the Israeli army had deliberately rendered 
unusable. 

The survivors stressed how exceptionnally lucky they had been to 
escape being killed by the intensive bombing, for many of the members 
of their families were dead and certain families had been completely 
exterminated. They described the utterly barbarous way in which the 
Israeli army, to prevent any resumption of the life of the Palestinian 
community in the ruins of the camp, had completed its work of 
extermination and total destruction by using bulldozers to raze the 
ruins. In most cases the population had not even been able to remove the 
bodies of those closest to them from under the débris, nor had they been 
able to count their dead, so that the exact figure will never be known. 
Helicopters had been sent over to spray disinfectants in order to get rid 
of the smell of putrefaction. 

The two or three thousand people who were all that remained of the 
population of forty or sixty thousand of what had once been Ain El 
Helweh were still profoundly traumatized by these events and afraid of 
what the future held in store under the occupation. Their material 
straits were very patent. These women who had lost practically 
everything turned to us - some of them mistaking us for representatives 
of the United Nations - foremergency aid of the most elementary nature 
in the form of clothing and food and assistance in rebuilding a home, so 
great was their apprehension, after all these weeks in which they had 
been more or less abandoned to their fate, of being without shelter at the 
time of the first rainy periods and cold spells. 

There were young women who should normally have been entering 
university and who questioned us about their future. 

These women, children and old people, who had lost the persons 
dearest to them and were now homeless, penniless, without schools or 
hospitals, deprived of the protection and administrative structures of 
the PLO and at the mercy of the occupant, wanted at all costs tomakeus 
understand the true nature of their situation and to satisfy themselves 
that the West had taken the full measure of the crimes committed by 
Israel against the Palestinian people. 

The women of Ain FE] Helweh also appealed to us on the subject of 
their husbands, sons or brothers. All the men of the camp who had not 
been killed in the fighting or in the air raids or had not managed to 
escape had been arrested by the Israeli armed forces and a great many 
of them were now the inmates of the Ansar military concentration camp 
in South Lebanon. Many of the women were without news of their 
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prisoners and wanted international opinion to be informed and to help 
them put an end to so highly arbitrary and disquieting a situation. 

We left Sayda utterly overcome and convinced that at Ain El 
Helweh we had seen all the material symptoms of the policy of genocide 
practised by Israel towards the Palestinian people. 


The air-raid of 12 August 

In Kast Beirut on 12 August we were to be the helpless spectators of 
the heaviest raid by air, land and sea of all those the besieged 
population of West Beirut was to suffer at Israeli hands. We were 
awoken at dawn with a start by the infernal din of the bombing, which 
was to continue for over ten hours, varied from time to time by the 
falling of Palestinian shells on East Beirut, often close to the Hotel 
Alexander. It was unbearable to have to look on passively, with Israeli 
army men and Falangists all round us, at the work of devastation and 
frenzied murder which Israel was able to perpetrate with the connivan- 
ce of so many forces on the international scene, particularly in the West, 
and to know that the targets of the campaign of extermination were 
those very people we were wanting to meet and whose cause we totally 
espoused. 


West Beirut 


The next day, as early as possible, as soon as the Semaan Gallery 
access - the only one to the western sector still sometimes open - had 
been disengaged, we contrived, with the assistance of the Swedish 
Chargé d’Affaires and of an officer of UNRWA, to enter West Beirut. 

Onemerging from the staggered barriers put up by the Palestinians 
we immediately found ourselves in a town totally devastated, its streets 
ripped open, its buildings destroyed, its trees torn to shreds and charred 
black from the effects of the relentless fighting, the constant gunfire 
and the repeated large-scale air-raids. 

We also found ourselves, not without some emotion, in the presence 
of the Palestinian, Lebanese and other combatants who had succeeded, 
with the support of the courageous population of Beirut, in resisting the 
murderous onslaught of the Israeli army and the unmerciful blockade 
to which the martyred town had been subjected. 

In West Beirut we were the guests of the Palestinian Red Crescent. 
Its Director, Dr. Fathi Arafat, and Adla, his woman assistant in charge 
of public relations, described to us the dangerous conditions under 
which the medical teams were obliged to work as a result of the 
deliberate Israeli attacks on hospitals. They explained the arrange- 
ments for first aid, and how the air raids and the blockade were affecting 
the general health of the population, and confirmed that there were no 
adequate means for digging casualties out of the ruins and that the 
large number of people seriously injured included severe cases of 
burns which could neither be properly treated on the spot nor, owing to 
the siege, evacuated elsewhere. 

They gave us a calm and lucid account of the absolutely dramatic 
conditions under which, with their Palestinian and Lebanese staff and 
their many volunteers from abroad, they were doing their best to save 
the largest possible number of human lives and relieve the worst of the 
suffering. 
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We visited two emergency hospitals, one of them in the basement of 
a school of theology and the other in what had been the dormitory of the 
American University. The full horror of the prohibited weapons 
intensively used by the Israeli army against civilian populations, the 
highly destructive and particularly cruel effects of which we had 
already discovered in Damascus, now appeared to us in a still more 
impressive manner here in Beirut, as, in the vaults of the theology 
school, we talked to the survivors from a Palestinian air-raid shelter 
strafed by the Israeli air force with phosphorus bombs on the previous 
day. 

We shall not easily forget these Palestinian women, girls and 
children the greater part of whose bodies was covered with frightful 
phosphorus burns, and some of whom were even totally disfigured. 
These bad burn cases with their open wounds were being most 
attentively cared for by a Palestinian and Lebanese medical team witha 
number of foreign volunteer members; all were already worn out by 
having to face such an unending stream of casualties, and were obliged 
to work under the inadequate conditions of hygiene afforded by the 
emergency hospital in a war-torn town which for several weeks now 
had been under a blockade with its supplies of water, electricity, fuel oil 
and medicines all cut off. 

At the emergency hospital in the American University building we 
were shown other casualties, most of them injured by fragmentation 
bombs or shells, and several of them with limbs amputated. However 
the doctors drew our special attention to the case of a man of about 
thirty who had been injured by a vacuum bomb. This was the first war in 
which such bombs had been used, and the Israelis had used them more 
specially in Beirut, where on 6 June they had caused the collapse of a 
nine-storey building and the d-ath of the two hundred and more 
refugees it had housed. 

To our uninitiate eyes there seemed nothing abnormal about the 
injured man. But the doctor. in charge explained that he had been in 
hospital for several days, unable to take any solid food and in a 
complete state of prostration. There were five or six other survivors of 
these vacuum bomb or shell attacks under treatment in Beirut, but they 
were in different hospitals and it was impossible for the doctors to meet 
and compare notes, whereas such cases were totally new and for the 
most part nothing was known about the way to treat them. Inthe case of 
the man we Saw, it was impossible to determine the extent of the lesions 
caused by the blast or to judge which were the organs most gravely 
affected. 

The Palestinian Red Crescent also showed us over the Gaza 
Hospital in the heart of the Palestinian quarters, near the sports 
stadium which had been hit by the first big Israeli air-raid on Beirut 
marking the beginning of the June war. This had been a modern 
hospital, excellently equipped and in the process of being extended; it 
was to have become the hospital of the medical school of the Arab 
University of Beirut, the buildings of which, located close by, had now 
been largely destroyed. 

The Gaza Hospital, which, like all others in the vicinity, had been 
clearly marked with red crosses, had, in common with all other 
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Palestinian and Lebanese hospitals and notwithstanding the fact that 
the Israeli army had been perfectly familiar with the locations ofall the 
hospitals in the town, been atarget for the repeated attacks of the Israeli 
artillery and for isolated snipers from the airfield who had carefully 
aimed at its upper floors. 

We could not fail to share the agonizing feelings of the Palestinian 
doctors at the total destruction of this ambitious university project 
coupled with the massacre of their own people, as we explored the now 
derelict upper floors of the building, full of new but now unusable 
equipment and several recently decorated wards or smaller rooms torn 
open by shell holes. All the upper storeys, as well as the ground floor, 
had been made uninhabitable, and the team of doctors worked and lived, 
insecurely enough, entirely in the basements. 

We could not but be impressed, as we listened to what these doctors 
had to tell us, by the calm and dignity they displayed in continuing, 
under conditions of such utter insecurity, to treat the all too numerous 
casualties of the war. 

We also made a systematic tour of certain of the districts in Beirut 
which had suffered most severely from the recent air attacks; these 
included not only the Palestinian quarters of Fakhani, Sabra and 
Shatila but also the Corniche Mazra, one of the main thoroughfares of 
the capital, a long stretch of which had suffered bad bomb damage. 

There were buildings completely razed to the ground from which 
smoke still rose here and there, and there were groups of Lebanese and 
Palestinian survivors of the previous day’s raid standing helplessly in 
tears, with no possible hope of saving the members of their families 
buried under the ruins for lack of the material means of digging them 
out. 

The PLO spokesman Mahmoud Labadi, whom we went to see ina 
badly damaged area of West Beirut, showed us the Organization’s 
extensive collection of various types and sizes of fragmentation bombs 
and phosphorus shells and bombs such as had been intensively used 
against the population of Beirut, all of them clearly bearing the signs of 
their American origin. 

As we walked up and down these visibly residential streets with 
their buildings completely destroyed or rendered unusable and saw the 
remains of the shopping centres, hotels, banks, embassies, newspaper 
offices, ecclesiastical buildings, hospitals and schools, the Arab 
University and the populous districts of Sabra and Shatila - the 
repeated targets of the Israeli attacks - and as we stood at the bedsides of 
the injured, disabled and severely burned hospital patients, we were 
once again forcibly convinced, as previously at Ain El Heweth, that we 
were seeing the effects of a deliberate policy of devastation and 
extermination, primarily aimed at the Palestinian people, but also 
profoundly and seriously affecting the Lebanese population, endanger- 
ing Lebanese lives, the economic and social structures of the country 
and the very existence of the Lebanese state. 

We must also say a few words on the blockade imposed by the 
Israeli army on the population of West Beirut, the effect of which, if 
less spectacular, were nevertheless very grave. 

In Beirut itself we were able to discuss its terrible effects on the 
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population with the officers of the Palestinian Red Crescent, the 
International Red Cross and UNRWA. It had been going on for several 
weeks and affected all vital supplies. Even though the water had been 
turned on again, distribution was not normal owing to the destruction 
of the mains and the lack of electricity. In most cases water had to be 
drawn in the street from damaged hydrants whose supply was 
contaminated, and the doctors, like the International Committee of the 
Red Cross, feared outbreaks of epidemics in the August heat. The ICRC 
confirmed to us that for quite a long period - at least ten consecutive 
days - the Isaeli armed forces had forbidden the entry into West Beirut of 
its lorries bringing milk for the children and medical supplies, while 
for several weeks these same armed forces had also prohibited supplies 
of fuel oil and vital provisions, at the same time maintaining the 
electricity out. 

In the presence of these scenes of death, destruction and suffering 
deliberately inflicted on a population which for the most part had no 
possibility of leaving the besieged town, we were impressed by the high 
degree of organization among the population of West Beirut, and at the 
ability of the PLO and the progressive Lebanese forces to arrange for 
the survival of a population of some five hundred thousand people, in 
despite of the blockade and of the terror caused by the almost daily 
attacks; and we were similarly impressed by the resolute and courage- 
ous conduct of the Palestinian and Lebanese officials and militants on 
whom the burden of the resistance rested. 

We had the privilege of meeting and talking to President Yasser 
Arafat, who, in these dramatic circumstances, symbolized the exemplary 
resistance of the population of the heroic town, the indestructible 
character of the Palestinian nation, and the capacity of the Palestinian 
people, under the guidance of the PLO, to thwart the Israeli plan to 
eliminate that Organization as a political force in the Middle East by 
exterminating not only its leaders, fighters and militants but also the 
whole of the population identifying itself with it. 

We left Beirut as the bearers of an appeal couched in humanitarian 
terms from the President of the PLO for the taking of all possible 
measures, particularly in Europe, to compel Israel to raise an inhuman 
blockade, which - as he pointed out - was affecting the civilian 
population of Beirut rather than the combatants. 

Our feeling as we left the Lebanese capital was one of respect 
mingled with anxiety for the future of the people of the western sector, 
for we feared that, if international pressure on Israel was not strong 
enough to bring the aggression to an end, the population of the 
Palestinian quarters might meet with a fate similar to that of the 
thousands in the Ain E] Helweh camp. 

I would like to add, in concluding this account of my personal 
experiences, that it was not the first time my colleague Hans Goran 
Frank and I had gone as members of international missions to areas 
where an armed conflict was in progress, but that never before had we 
been able to observe the same degree of determination on the part of an 
agressor or the use of such extensive means forso rapid an implement- 
ation of a deliberate policy of extermination and physical liquidation - 
a policy ranking as criminal under the norms governing the suppress- 
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ion and punishment of the crime of genocide and under other most 
fundamental norms of international law. 

It is indeed for this reason that an active minority in Israel, even 
among members of the army reserves, has refused to associate itself 
with the war, while for the first time, during the actual fighting, 
hundred of thousands of other Israelis have protested against the 
excesses committed. 


STATEMENT BY DR. CLAUDE LIEN, 
OF FRANCE. 


“T went twice to Lebanon during the summer of 1982, in July and 
August. The purpose of both these trips was to help to assess the health 
and welfare requirements of the populations of Lebanon and to provide 
direct medical assistance. This statement will describe the situation as 
we really saw it with the strictest possible accuracy. Its contents have 
already been presented in a paper, which was read on 15 August 1982 to 
the Nicosia Conference. 

On the basis of the various inquiries made through personal 
contact with the Lebanese and Palestinian authorities, it may be 
estimated that the number of fatal casualties in June and August 
amounted to several tens of thousands (30,000 to 40,000 according to 
some sources). These figures do not include the deaths occurring in 
September 1982 in the Sabra and Shatila camps, etc. 

Civilians. These - men, women and children - formed the vast 

majority of the fatal casualties. This is to be explained by the methods 
used by the Israeli army, which bombed blocks of flats housing civilian 
families and used essentially antipersonnel weapons (particularly 
fragmentation bombs). These types of weapons cause injuries so very 
serious that the proportion of injured persons failing to survive was 
extremely high, as many of the surgeons reported. Frequently, both in 
South Lebanon and in Beirut, the war affected the Lebanese just as much 
as the Palestinians. 
The destruction. We were able to travel about in South Lebanon (Sour, 
Damour, and the Palestinian camps) in August 1982. No type of 
building had been spared. In the centre of Sour a large number of 
residential buildings had been destroyed, whole districts had been 
flattened out of existence in Sayda, Damour was a heap of ruins. 
Schools had been destroyed (in Sayda, for example), the Palestinian 
camp of El Bass and others near Sour had been bombed out of existence, 
as had the one at Ain Al Hilweh near Sayda, and others in the southern 
outskirts of Beirut. The team I was with made a large number of 
photographic records showing the reality of what had occurred. In 
South Lebanon several hospitals, some Lebanese and others Palesti- 
nian, had been deliberately destroyed (a Palestinian hospital near Sour, 
hospitals at Sayda, etc.) 

The Israeli invasion of South Lebanon had caused enormous 
damage to the general environment: roads had been torn up, reservoirs 
and water mains destroyed, etc. (at Sour and Sayda, for example). 
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We may add that a large number of dead bodies remained buried 
under the ruins of residential buildings, or in shelters, and that many 
others - as in the Ain Al Hilweh camp - had been left exactly where they 
had fallen. There had certainly been other massacres before those at 
Shatila and Sabra. 

West Beirut. A large proportion of residential buildings, and communi- 
ty premises, such as schools, had been hit. The Palestinian camps of the 
south-west suburbs - Sabra, Shatila, Bordj and Brajneh - had been 
attacked. There had been deliberate attacks on hospitals: the Palesti- 
nian hospital at Akka, the Makasset Hospital, the Ber Beir Hospital, the 
Old People’s Home in West Beirut, and the Hospital for Handicapped 
Children, from all of which casualties, and other patients had to be 
evacuated. 

The weapons used. Of the different kinds of bombs used, three were 
particularly deadly: 

1. Phosphorus bombs, causing both destruction and also extremely 
grave injuries, through deep burns which required highly complex 
surgery leaving the patients crippled. 

2. Fragmentation bombs, causing serious and often multiple injuries. 
3. Vaccum bombs, apparently used for the first time in Lebanon, 
which caused buildings to collapse within a few seconds. 

Health problems. We have already given particulars of the numbers of 
fatal casualties and the severity of the injuries. 

One of the big medical problems was a psychological one: there 
were mental disorders due to strees during the blockade of Beirut and to 
the incessant air raids during certain periods and the loss of relatives 
and indeed of whole communities. 

The deterioration of the living environment (damage to homes, 
stoppage of water-mains, absence of electricity, accumulation of 
uncollected household waste, swarms of rats, etc.) had led to a very 
serious risk of epidemics, especially among the children, who were the 
most susceptible age-group. The first cases of infectious disease 
(gastro-enteritis) from which whole groups were suffering were obser- 
ved by our team in August 1982, largely in Beirut. 

The blockade of Beirut. We stayed among the population of West Beirut 
in July and in August 1982, and hence experienced the blockade: the 
shortage of medical supplies, particularly blood and plasma, which 
were vitally needed by the surgical units of the Red Crescent and of the 
Lebanese hospitals, and were readily available beyond the limits ofthe 
blockaded area, i.e. in East Beirut. Food shortages had sent up the price 
of certain essential products. The Israeli authorities had cut off the 
water and electricity supplies. Very occasionally the blockade was 
lifted for certain food products, but we were informed that the Israeli 
army exacted payment for letting them through. When one witnessed 
the degree of Machiavellianism practised by the Israelis, who left the 
population of Beirut in a state of total uncertainty both as to its future 
survival or otherwise, by reason of the air-raids and the unannounced 
heavy artillery assaults, and as to its day-to-day subsistence, by reason 
of the shortages of food and medical supplies, one could well under- 
stand what the aggression actually meant for the people. 

The response. To deal with the situation, the joint Lebano-Palestinian 
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committee set up for the purpose did an absolutely exemplary job in 
organizing welfare services and medical services and taking measures 
for the protection of the public health. Thus food supplies were 
distributed among the most destitute of the Lebanese and Palestinians - 
some of whom were refugees from South Lebanon - and they were given 
assistance in finding shelter. At the same time twenty-five front-line 
medical and welfare units were set up, some of them in the most 
dangerously exposed sectors of the southern part of West Beirut; these 
provided emergency surgery and more specifically medical care. All 
these services, which were highly operational and maintained extre- 
mely close contact with the population, proved extremely useful and 
provided a practical demonstration of the unity and solidarity existing 
between the progressive Lebanese and the Palestinians in West Beirut. 
We had on the contrary observed during our stay in South Lebanon that 
there the Palestinian population, in particular, was left in a state of 
neglect. 

From reliable information reaching us it would appear that today, 
at the start of 1983, the situation of the Palestinian population of 
Lebanon, both in the south and in Beirut, is particularly serious and 
insecure. It is visibly essential for the Red Crescent to be able to resume 
its role as the medical and welfare organization to which the people it 
represents may look for assistance”. 


STATEMENT BY DR. MIREILLE MILLET-SZATAN, 
OF FRANCE. 
I. Beirut, August 1982 (first visit) 


“This was the siege of a modern town, full of banks, insurance 
companies, office blocks and shops, in which everything was in a state 
of collapse; but it was also the siege of suburbs inhabited by peasants 
and workers, and of the Palestinian camps. The place is the crossroads 
of the Near East, with a mixture of populations: Lebanese and Palesti- 
nians, but also Kurds, Armenians, Syrians, Turks, Jordanians, Yeme- 
nites and Pakistanis. There exist dissensions between them which are 
the result of political and religious differences, but the presence of the 
Israelis and of the Lebanese Right Wing has united them in the defence 
of a common cause. 

In my opinion there are several reasons why a large part of the 
population remained in Beirut throughout all that happened. The 
Palestinians (20% of the population) could not in any case move 
eastwards. The Lebanese working classes had nowhere to move to, and 
under all circumstances the combatants’ families would have wished to 
remain with them. Lastly, the more well-to-do left-wing Lebanese 
stayed on out of political conviction. Not one of the people walled up by 
the Israelis inside West Beirut was a PLO ’hostage’. 

The daily air raids on the southern suburbs drove the people 
progressively into the northern sector of West Beirut, where they 
crowded together under living conditions which became more and more 
insecure. The realities of the situation exceeded in horror anything the 
intelligence can imagine. In the race for slaughter - and primarily the 
slaughter of the civilian populations - no possibility was neglected. 
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The most sophisticated weapons were used. There were the vacuum 
bombs, which caused a nine-storey building to collapse like a house of 
cards. Yasser Arafat was to have been inside, but he was not, and more 
than a hundred civilians were killed instead. Then there were the 
fragmentation bombs, which burst into a thousand sharp cutting 
fragments, sowing death over dozens of yards and causing disablement 
within a radius of a hundred. As if that were not enough, some of the 
unexploded ones exploded later when picked up by children. They were 
all over the place, stuck inside the walls, inside the buildings which no 
one dared touch, and liable to explode, but when and how? No one knew, 
but there they remained. There were also the phosphorus bombs, a 
masterpiece of refinement in the horrific. A direct hit will burn you to 
death, and the burns they inflict go on burning, so that the casualties 
cannot be touched. 

It was deliberate slaughter or disablement of the civilian popula- 
tion. How many cripples with limbs amputated, and how many bad 
burn cases, would there be by the end of the war? We shall doubtless 
never know; but all will be physically and mentally marked by it to the 
end of their days. 

We know that a great many children were injured. What is to 
become of them? In any case, itis not by methods such as these that the 
Palestinian resistance movement will be killed. 

It should be noted that all the above weapons are prohibited by 
international legislation, which is visibly useless. 

It was the bombing which set the pace for both life and death; the 
essential thing was to find shelter, and the only existent shelters were 
the underground car-parks. Here families huddled together on the 1st, 
2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th levels below ground. The lower one went, the more 
old people one found burying themselves alive. One old Palestinian 
woman remarked: ’Tell el Zaatar. Damour, the end of the journey, it’s 
here’. 

Everything was in darkness, with here and there, at rare intervals, 
a candle, lighting a family. Sewers choked to overflowing, oxygen 
beginning to fail, noises which re-echoed. Eyes wide open with terror. 

But people felt safer. This was an illusion in view of the vaccum 
bombs - and also in view of the health problems which were developing. 

I shall take as an illustration the ‘encampment’ in the Concorde 
shopping arcade with its three basement levels, which was one of the 
*shelters’ where I worked regularly. Basement life made all the problems 
more acute - so much so that the mothers began to take their children 
out again despite their fear of air raids. 

All aspects of life in between the air raids were directly affected by 
the blockade. No electricity. The water mains supplying Beirut had 
been shut off. The convoys of food, blankets and medical supplies were 
held up in East Beirut. Fuel was becoming scarce. Money was of little 
use, since there was now hardly any way of spending it. 

The intensification of the bombing and of the blockade between late 
July and mid-August caused a sharp aggravation of the welfare, 
hygiene and medical problems. Refugee families gathered in buildings 
with cellars to them. The Lycée Verdun, the Villa des Dunes, and, to a 
lesser extent, the Carmel, had emptied, as had the Parc de Sanahia. 
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After Sunday, 1 August (20 deaths) it was no longer possible to. live out 
of doors. The Ecole Zaarif, which had housed thirty-five families, was 
evacuated inits turn, and the population of these various centres moved 
in to join the 120 families already leading a makeshift existence in 
Concorde. In all there were now 2,000 people, 60 to 70 per cent of them 
children under ten, living on the ground floor and in the threé 
basements when raids were constant; when there were a few days’ 
respite the figure dropped to about 1,000. 

The conditions under which these people were surviving were 
dramatic. About 4 litres of polluted water were available per head per 
day, and the women and children had to fetch this in jerricans from a 
point about 550 yards distant (The average French person uses about 
120 litres a day). Furthermore, many of the families had no gas on which 
to boil it. Rubbish accumulated in the sink in which clothes (including 
babies’ nappies) and dishes were washed and in which children played. 
The four W.C.’s had become stopped up from over-use and lack of water, 
notwithstanding the constant efforts of the young people belonging to 
the Red Crescent toclean them out. Swarms of hundreds of thousands of 
flies covered the faces of the sleeping babies, the children’s open 
wounds, and the food. 

There was also the trial of day-to-day malnutrition. Animal proteins 
had long disappeared, and what was left was essentially starchy food - 
rice, potatoes, noddles, and afew green vegetables. The children’s milk 
varied according to what could be distributed. 

All this explains the rapid deterioration in the children’s health - 
especially in the under-three age group. Genuine cases of marasmus 
were already making their appearance. 

At the time of my arrival the dominant feature consisted in the 
epidemics of children’s illnesses, mostly mumps and measles, with 
bronchial and lung complications, and there was one case of meningitis. 
At the beginning of August the shortage of water and its increasingly 
polluted state rapidly led to diarrhoea in the case of almost all the very 
small children in the place. In the absence of facilities for stools 
analysis the ‘treatment’ consisted in giving advice on health precau- 
tions: boil your water, boil the dirty nappies, take care where you throw 
the dirty water, carefully clean babies’ bottles, take the children off 
milk and given them rice. There were also treatments to limit the 
dehydration and the diarrhoea: rehydration salts (UNICEF), and va- 
rious preventive remedies, and antibiotics for the more severe and 
persistent cases. 

So long as there could be no change in the conditions under which 
the refugees were obliged to live, I could be of only limited assistance, 
and epidemics were not far off. 

The conditions of live in the basements had complicated health 
problems still further, and colds and cases of purulent conjunctivitis 
had been added to diarrhoea. There were also fits of choking among the 
smallest children. 

Considering how underfed and delicate the children were, these 
problems could not have been solved by wholesale vaccination, which 
in my opinion would only have increased the danger of epidemics. Nor 
could they have been solved by routine medical treatment. The solution 
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could be only a political one: the refugees must be able to leave the car 
parks and must be provided with proper food and housing and condi- 
tions of hygiene. 

There were two other types of pathological condition that were 
frequent. There were, first of all, the skin diseases; we discovered 
several cases of scabies among new-born babies at Borj-E]-Brajnié. In 
addition, any wound, burn or mosquito bite became infected and formed 
an abscess which left a permanent scar. Then there was the panic fear 
during the air raids. The sight of the terrified children was unbearable: 
there were almost daily attacks of hysteria, and fits of trembling and 
tears, or, on the contrary, prostration, among the children between 6 
and 12, though fortunately the younger ones were still too small to 
grasp what was happening. These older children were going through a 
mutilating mental experience every day and will bear the mark of their 
sufferings for the rest of their lives. 

It should not be supposed that in Concorde the situation was more 
catastrophic than in the other refugee centres in West Beirut. A regular 
medical service had been functioning for the past month, UNWRA 
distributed money from time to time, groups of first-aid personnel 
provided a minimum amount of medical care, bandaging and cleaning, 
and there were distributions of food. There were other centres in a far 
worse State of neglect, lacking medical attendance or help of any kind. 
The situation in West Beirut was such that it was impossible to provide 
everything. For lack of available doctors and coordination the thirty- 
five families in the Ecole Chafiré had to wait a fortnight for systematic 
medical attendance.” 


II. Beirut, October 1982 (second visit) 


“The medical and health situation are still bad. It is true that the 
reasons are different; the blockage and the war have ceased. 

But the fighters who to an extend protected the population have left, 
and the Israeli troops have come in. There have been Sabra and Shatila, 
and the permanent atmosphere of fearin all the camps. Primarily inthe 
Palestinian camps of Sabra, Shatila and Borj El Brajnié, but also,in 
those mainly inhabited by Lebanese (on the ‘beaches’, where since 1976 
the seaside houses of the Beirut upper classes have been occupied by 
squatters, or at Bir Hassam). A great many Palestinian women tell me 
they are more frightened by the new situation obtaining today than they 
were before. 

As regards medical services, everything possible has been done to 
destroy the Red Crescent, at all levels. Its staff has been eliminated, 
since those doctors and nurses who have not been arrested are mainly 
in hiding, and so as its equipment, since, despite the protests of the 
Norwegian embassy and the Norwegian doctors working there, the 
Lahout Hospital was looted by the Lebanese army. 

The Association Médicale d’Entr’aide Libanaise (A.M.E.L.) is itself 
meeting with difficulties in its relations with the present government 
(The underground hospital at Moussaitbé, fitted up at the end of July, 
will finally be obliged to close down in November). 

In short, the vast majority of the free medical services available to 
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the poorer sections of the population have disappeared. Such medical 
assistance aS remains is mostly international. Quite obviously, the 
part of the population concerned (whatever its origin) cannot pay 
private doctors or private hospitals. 

Once again, the chief victims are the children (who account for 90% 
of the cases examined in the camps on the beaches and at Bir Hassan. 

All this serves to aggravate the situation of uncertainty and 
insecurity in the ‘destitution belt’ of West Beirut. 


STATEMENT BY Dr. STEINAR BERGE, OF NORWAY 


“Well, my name is Dr. Steinar Berge, Iam a Norwegian. I had taken 
3 months leave from my job to work in Lebanon. I went there in May to 
work in a Norwegian, partly government-sponsored, project in the Ain 
El Helweh camp. I experienced indiscriminate bombing of the civilian 
areas, bombing of Ain E] Helweh camp. I experienced the bombing of 
hospitals, I experienced the arrest of health personnel and the beating 
to death of prisoners, after I was myself arrested, and I’d like to draw 
your attention to that. 

Here today is Dr. Francis Capet, from Belgium, who also was 
arrested and was with me most of the time during the war, and the 
French nurse, Pascal Mathey. I think I will just take out some incidents 
which occured during the war. 

The night between the Wednesday to the Thursday, the 9th of June, I, 
together with the nurse Pascal Mathey, volunteered to go toa hospital 
just outside the Ain E] Helweh camp, the so-called Lebanese Govern- 
ment Hospital. There, the Canadian surgeon, Dr. Giannou, was work- 
ing. There were about 2 or 3,000 civilians there and about 250 patients 
and it was extremely crowded. The people from the camp and the 
Lebanese neighbourhood had thought that this hospital, since it was the 
Lebanese Government Hospital, should be a sheltered place during the 
war: they had been led by one of the many rumours that were going 
round as always in war, that this was a regrouping area. 

Dr. Giannou had been to the Israeli lines, just the day before, and 
told them: ’Look, here are many thousands of refugees and many 
hundreds of badly wounded patients. We can’t evacuate just like that’. 
(Because they had sent leaflets, and at the same time they were shooting 
around and bombing so it was very difficult to know where to go and 
how to go). And he had just barely come back to the hospital as the 
bombs were coming closer and closer to him, and they hit his car just 
five seconds after he had turned himself out of the car and into the 
shelter. We worked there the whole night and, as I told you, the Israelis 
knew now for 100 percent sure that it was a hospital. It had been bombed 
before and it was shelled during the whole night from the sea, we 
believe. Around 10 to 15 shells fell, all the time getting closer and closer 
to the hospital and then started falling on the other side of the hospital. 
And we were quite sure we were dying. We did not die, but sometimes 
during the night shells came through the windows and wounded 
patients. We were working without light, just small candles, and we 
were running around doing injections, using the same syringe for 
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about 20 patients. Andin the early morning the hospital was hit directly 
and about 40 or 50 people were killed. I never saw the exact spot where 
they hit the hospital, but Isaw the wounded who managed to get up tous 
on the third floor where I was working, just on the ground, doing 
amputations and stopping the bleeding; people were dying there, and it 
was hell. And later, Dr. Francis Capet came back to the hospital and he 
saw all these dead people in the place where they had been hit, sohecan 
perhaps tell you about that. 

We did two hours’ emergency work and then suddenly anursecame 
from the town to tell us that the Israelis had announced that the hospital 
would be bombed inhalf an hour. So we could justcry out: Now wecan’t 
do any more, everybody has to run’. It was not possible to organise any 
evacuation, and we screamed to everybody: ’Get out!’ We thought we 
would have a long line of people coming after us, but even then they 
were scared, so at least not everybody followed us, and we even lost 
some of the medical personnel who did not hear. 

We came to the Israelis and talked with them for the whole day to 
persuade them not to bomb the hospital, and they didn’t, but we were not 
allowed to evacuate the remaining patients before early the next 
morning, and it was Dr. Francis Capet who did this. This is the one 
incident I wanted to talk about. Then we were allowed to work in the 
Palestinian Red Crescent Hospital in Saida, after we had surrendered to 
the Israelis. And Ido believe that at first the Israeliforces really wanted 
this hospital to work and serve the population, but then, very shortly 
afterwards, came the civilian administration and the civilian military 
governor and they decided that this hospital was part of a Palestinian 
infrastructure and must not exist under any conditions. 

They started, on the Friday the 11th, to arrest 90 per cent of the Arab 
personnel and the Asian personnel, and, well, we sat outside for 3 hours 
when they searched the hospital. And I don’t know what they were 
really searching for, probably Fedayins and weapons and things. But it 
would have been ridiculous to have any such things, because all the 
time the Israeli headquarters was on the other side of the street, and 
when we came to the hospital, they had their communications centre on 
our staircase. But later I saw actusations to the effect that there could 
have been veterans in this hospital, and other accusations too. Well, 
they took away most of our medical staff and especially our anaes- 
thetist; we thought they took them for a short interrogation but by the 
next day they had not come back and we needed the anaesthetist, we had 
people dying in the hospital. 

The next day, the Europeans too were told to go down to the beach, 
past these hooded men in the cars who were pointing out people who 
should be arrested. Pointing out, as I saw later in the hospital, people 
who were mentally retarded, and lunatics. They were pointing out 
everyone they were not sure about. The Europeans were not arrested at 
that time; they put a stamp on our identity cards and we were allowed to 
go. There we met the military governor and we started to argue with 
him that we needed our anaesthetist and the doctors. We managed to get 
an appointment with him the next morning, but it turned out that he 
never wanted to talk to us when we came the next day. 

We came to another meeting, but we soon found out that now they 
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did not want anything more from these Europeans working in this 
Palestinian hospital, and when we followed the last Canadian surgeon, 
the last surgeon and the last Palestinian doctor down to the beach to see 
what had happened to them, they also arrested us, the European 
doctors, and social workers. We were somewhat surprised, but we 
should of course not have gone down there. But anyway, we have 
survived and we have seen what we saw and can tell about it freely. 

We were brought into a school yard just round the corner where we 
had to kneel down, with our hands tied behind our backs; we heard 
shootings in the other school yard and beside it, and beatings and cries 
of despair. We thought for some seconds that now they were shooting 
people, and were somewhat afraid. But it turned out when we later came 
into this other open school yard, that there were about 500 or 600 people 
seated in the sun, on an asphalt ground, surrounded by 7 armed men 
with machine guns pointed at them all the time and about 40 or 50 
soldiers going around beating the prisoners and shooting, not at them 
but over their heads. To scare them. 

This beating went on all day, but in the night it was quiet, at least 
when we were there. I heard later that the first two days were extremely 
hard. All night, they were running these men with machine guns back 
and forth towards the prisoners, who were blindfolded, to scare them. 
And they had to remain seated in the night and were not allowed to 
sleep, and in the day they had to lie on their stomachs, on the ground; 
they were not allowed to go to the toilet or anything. It was somewhat 
better when we were there. The first day I was taken, together with the 
Canadian surgeon, Dr. Giannou, to examine one dead man who had been 
beaten to death. 

I was taken to my first interrogation after 36 hours. The interroga- 
tor said he had been a doctor before, and now he was doing something 
else (he was a reservist in the army). He wanted to see if I was a doctor, I 
believe, so he took me out into the yard, in front of all the prisoners, 
where there was one dead corpse which I was to examine to see if he was 
really dead. He was just recently dead. And just beside him was a Red 
Crescent van with 5 or 6 bodies piled in it. There was also one man who 
was in a very bad condition, in a state of shock. And the beatings, as I 
told you, went on for most of the time, and they used any excuse to beat 
the prisoners. They beat them to make them get closer, they beat them 
because they cried for water: many of them had not had water formany 
days and perhaps some of the dead died just because of lack of water and 
the heat. 

There was one old man who, in despair, kicked at one Israeli soldier. 
He was about 60, and about 5 or 6 soldiers jumped on him and beat him 
till he was almost not breathing. They tied him up with his hands tohis 
feet, and he was later seen in the pile of dead people. And they also beata 
doctor whom they were carrying around, or dragging around, with a 
rope round in his neck. He was from the West Bank and that was 
perhaps his crime. And they were also beating him while dragging him 
around. He had lost his shirt, and I read in other reports by doctors who 
had come out that this doctor had his jaw broken by the beatings. And 
they don’t know if he is alive now. 

Most of the soldiers took part in these beatings. The Israeli officers 
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were there all the time, and even the military governor was inside there; 
but he looked us in the eyes and went out. So he knew what was going on. 
Of course there were Israeli soldiers not taking part of the beatings, 
who had a more neutral attitude and perhaps give some water to some 
prisoners. But the general trend was this beating. Almost all the time, to 
terrorize the prisoners and perhaps to give way to hatred that had been 
lying there for many many years. They were very brainwashed, these 
Israeli soldiers, they told me: If you are not PLO it will be O.K., but if 
you are PLO you will have a very, very bad time. Hither you'll die or 
you will get 15 or 20 years in prison’. 

All or most of the people arrested, perhaps only afew of whom were 
military persons, had come down to this beach voluntarily, in civilian 
clothes. They had been pointed out. And they were Lebanese, Syrians, 
Palestinians, all kinds of nationalities. And the Israelis could not tell 
whether they were Lebanese or Palestinians, but they beat them all in 
the same way. 

Well, once one of these Israeli soldiers said: "Now, I'll show you 
how an Israeli soldier beats a Palestinian’, and they called for a 14-year- 
old boy. And then this 14-year-old boy showed his Lebanese pagsport 
and this young, very attractive young soldier - who had friends in Oslo, 
he told me - just kicked this Lebanese boy very hard and sent him back. 
A bit later, this soldier was one of those who beat the old man to death. 

We were later transported first to a Safar-Cyprus cooperation for 
one day: there were less beatings there, but the beatings still went on. 
And we were transported to Israel. Just before we went to Israel, the 
interrogating officer came and said: I want these 3’. That was me and 
the social worker from Norway and a Canadian surgeon: he said that we 
should be treated well. So we were not blindfolded on the trip, we were 
not tied up. We sat just in front on the bus and we could see how the other 
prisoners had their hands tied behind their backs and were blindfolded. 
They were being beaten during the trip quite a lot by the soldiers following 
in their car and even at some stops in Israel people would come in and beat 
the prisoners. 

The beatings also went on when we got out of the bus in Israel. The 
other prisoners had to pass a line with old people with sticks before 
they came into Megiddo prison. And we also heard beatings during 
the interrogations. We were not very badly ill-treated but we were left 
lying 48 hours at the interrogation place in Megiddo, blindfolded. We got 
food and we even got mattresses during the night; I think they believed 
we should soon see our Ambassador and that’s why we had this good 
treatment. 

But the others really did not have such treatment. Even though 
blindfolded, we could hear cries of people being beaten, even in Israel. 
And that was what astonished me a lot - that this cruelty just went on so 
far from the front. You often hear that atrocities are being committed 
done at the front, right after the battle, but this wenton many days after 
the battle in Sidon, many days after, and very far from the front in 
Israel.” 
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STATEMENT BY PASCAL MATHEY, A FRENCH MALE NURSE. 


‘We left at the beginning of March to work with the Red Crescentin 
South Lebanon as a medical team composed of a doctor, Francis Capet, 
a midwife, and myself - a male nurse. There were several foreign teams 
working in different camps - a Norwegian one at Ain El Helweh and 
Norwegian and Swedish teams in the region of Sour. The war began. We 
were close to Beirut. It was Friday, June 4. When we heard the news on 
the radio we immediately decided to go back to Sayda, and this we found 
very difficult because the road - particularly in the region of Damour, 
which is on the coast - had been badly damaged by the Israeli air raids. 
When we reached the hospital in Sayda, we found that most of the 
casualties had been evacuated to Beirut. 

But the bombing started again that night, andnext morning Ihadto 
return to the hospital in Sayda because, as I was attached to the surgical 
wing, I could be particularly useful in the circumstances. I arrived at 
the hospital on the Sunday morning at 9 a.m. and left it at 9 on the 
Monday. We had thus operated for twelve hours without a break. Most of 
the injured in the early days of the war were civilians, mostly women 
and children, and also a few young people. Most of the operations 
consisted in the removal of shell splinters from the patients’ abdomen, 
or in amputations. We were obliged to stop at 9 on the Monday morning 
because the water and electricity had been cut off. I therefore left the 
hospital after promising to come back, hoping that the situation would 
improve and that the electricity would be put on again. I was never able 
to return there owing to the intensity of the air raids, which continued 
unceasingly from the morning of Monday June 7 to the following 
Thursday. The bombs fell so thickly that it was practically impossible 
to complete the half-hour walk from our flat to the hospital. 

On the Wednesday evening, the Canadian surgeon who had been 
working at Nabatié and had taken refuge at Sayda came to our flat to 
ask for assistance. The Sayda hospital had been evacuated to another 
hospital building close to the Palestinian refugee camp near Ain El 
Helweh. The camp had been so badly bombed that all the staff and most 
of the doctors had been obliged to leave. The surgeon was asking for 
help in providing the numerous casualties with a minimum amount of 
care. I volunteered together with Dr. Berge; but although the distance 
was so short it was very difficult to cover it owing to the intensity ofthe 
raids. Indeed since that same morning an ambulance containing 
patients suffering from injuries had been standing in front of our block 
of buildings, unable to drive on. 

On our arrival we found a disastrous situation awaiting us: no 
water, no electricity, and the floors so strewn with people that it was 
impossible to walk. The most serious casualties had all been put on the 
first floor. We did our best to operate as satisfactorily as possible under 
such ghastly conditions. We amputated a little girl’s two legs... But it 
was impossible to continue, because as soon as we lit a light it was 
observed from outside and the bombing started again worse than ever. 
By the Wednesday evening Sayda was completely occupied - or rather, 
completely surrounded - by Israelis. The Israelis, that is, were bombar- 
ding the town at once from the sea, the mountains, the north side andthe 
south side. By the morning the situation was absolutely terrible. Allthe 
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people were appallingly injured, sprawled helpless amid their faeces 
and urine, and it was practically impossible to give them sedatives. 
They had howled with pain all night long. The feeling of impotence 
when there is no means of helping people is really terrible. 

We were obliged to evacuate the hospital and we withdrew to Sayda. 
Most of the casualties were moved there, except for about ten whom the 
Israelis held back although they were all seriously injured; they were 
young and of the male sex and were therefore presumed to be fedayeen. 

At the beginning the Israelis gave the impression that they wanted 
to help us get the hospital, one of the only ones open in Sayda at the 
time, into running order. They promised to put the water on and to 
repair the power plant, which had been damaged by the air raids. But 
they let us have water on the first day only; afterwards there was none at 
all. And slowly we came to understand that things would be very hard. 
On the very first day the Israelis removed all the male hospital staff - all 
the doctors, including those who were neither Palestinian nor Arab, the 
male nurses, the cooks and the stretcher-bearers. There was no one left 
but the surgeon. We then tried to secure the return of the anaesthetist, 
whom we needed if we were to continue operating on the sixthy 
remaining patients, who needed urgent surgical treatment because of 
the danger of gangrene and septicaemia. The Israeli authorities refused 
to give him back. We were thus left with our sixty casualties under the 
most intolerable conditions: no water, no electricity, almost no food (for 
we had very little left). To make things still worse, we were subjected to 
constant identity checks and various sorts of questioning, and this 
made it even more difficult for the two or three doctors and the few 
remaining nurses to attend to the patients, many of whom were 
suffering from burns and in need of constant care. 

On the second day they took Dr. Berge and the Canadian surgeon. 
The Israelis gradually made it clear to us that as soon as they had 
requisitioned the Lebanese hospitals they would progressively move 
our patients as far as possible to one or other of these. Thus slowly the 
hospital began to empty. It possessed reserve medical supplies, but we 
were unable to get at these, although the access to them was outside the 
town of Sayda - and hence perfectly safe - because we were not allowed 
out. The same situation obtained with regard to food supplies. 

Once we had understood that the Israelis’ intention was to close 
down the hospital, we asked permission to work for some other medical 
organization - the International Red Cross, the Lebanese Red Cross, or 
any other body - but this was refused. In the eyes of the Israelis we were 
suspects. We had worked previously for the Red Crescent, and were 
therefore suspected of being in league with the PLO and consequently 
more or less considered to be terrorists. 

There then began the occupation of Sayda, which means thatonthe 
first day all the male inhabitants between the ages of 14 and 70 were 
assembled at a point near a requisitioned convent school. Each of them 
was placed between to Israeli soldiers and made to march past a 
informer whose face was hidden in a hood - at least from the second day 
onwards. If the informer gave the word, they were immediately arrested 
and taken inside the school. The conditions of detention there were 
extremely harsh. Subsequently, the round-ups of males between the 
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ages of 14 and 70 became an almost daily occurrence. In the early days 
of the Israeli occupation Sayda had become a town empty of men. All 
that remained were the women and the old men over 70. 

I was arrested several times. The Israeli soldiers who made the 
identity checks knew us perfectly well, since there were very few 
foreigners left in Sayda, we were very close to the Israeli HQ, and they 
had frequently come to question us already. Anyone who went out was 
caught in a round-up and made to pass in front of the hooded informer, 
and if denounced was taken off to a prison camp. This is what happened 
to me on Friday 18 June; I was singled out for arrest. The officer 
conducting the round-up already knew me; I had been arrested the day 
before at the same point, and on the previous day he had to come to the 
hospital to ask us for various particulars; but he arrested me all the 
same. All the men, and especially the Palestinians, were considered 
suspect. The Palestinians were arrested and not released. 

After being arrested I was placed with 800 other arrested persons in 
a centre inside the town of Sayda (a disused factory serving as a fruit 
and vegetable storehouse) where we waited a whole day to be sorted out, 
following which 500 of us where sent off to Israel. This same process 
was repeated almost every day during the ten days for which the 
occupation lasted. Most of those who were not sent to Israel were taken 
out of Sayda, we do not know where to. Very few were released, at least 
before I left. I believe the situation has now changed and that many have 
been able to return home. I was taken to Megiddo, a prison in the north of 
Israel. The journey there was particularly unpleasant (There is an 
eloquent Latin expression which Ino longer recall for ‘“‘the return of the 
vanquished’’): the bus stopped in each Israeli village and was then 
surrounded by civilians and soldiers who obliged the prisoners to shout 
pro-Begin and anti-Arafat slogans. Those who refused were struck, I 
among them. In Megiddo I was immediately separated from the other 
Palestinian and Arab prisoners and placed in a cell on my own. The 
interrogating of prisoners continued inside the camp, and one could 
hear blows and screams. Subsequently I was moved to acell containing 
a large number of Egyptian prisoners. While I was on the way there I 
saw aman lying helplessly on the ground who was being severely 
beaten in the presence of other prisoners. A week later I was released, 
thanks to the intervention of the French Embassy, and was able to 
return home. 

I would like to conclude by saying that there are two things I feel to 
be important: the first is that all the medical staff working for the Red 
Crescent were arrested, which is absolutely contrary to all inter- 
national regulations. The Red Crescent hospital was one of the only 
ones to go on functioning properly at the end, and even during the 
hostilities. The second is that during the ten days I spent in Sayda the 
Palestinian and Lebanese members of the population were being 
arrested and deported on a huge scale, about 500 at a time; this was 
happening daily, or almost daily.” 
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STATEMENT BY DR. FRANCIS CAPET, OF BELGIUM. 


“T went as a doctor to Sayda, where I worked with Pascal Mathey for 
three months at the Miye Clinic. We came back at the beginning of July. 

Personally I had no connections with any pro- or anti-Palestinian 
organization, or any association of any sort. I went out to complete my 
period in civilian public service in lieu of service with the army and it 
was only on my arrival that I acquired a little knowledge of the 
Palestinian situation. I had previously had a certain amount of expe- 
rience of refugee camps. Iam therefore, to start with, entirely impartial. 

I returned to the Ain EF] Helweh hospital after it had been bombed 
because two of my male nurses had not come back, and I went to look for 
them. The Israelis had announced that they would bomb the town at 10 
o’clock. The whole population had received the message, and the Israeli 
soldiers were convinced it was true. 

When I reached the Ain El Helweh camp there were still a great 
many civilians in the streets. But as the hospital is near the entrance to 
the camp it was difficult for me to judge the exact number of civilians 
there; say at least afew thousand. There was a heap of dead bodies on the 
hospital site between two wings of the building; they were those of the 
forty or so people killed instantly by the explosion of a bomb. The 
casualties had been left where they were because there had been only 
half an hour in which to evacuate the place, and few ambulances had 
been available. There were about thirty serious cases needing amputa- 
tion as a result of the injuries received; afew cases had been treated, but 
most - about three-quarters - had received no care at all. Someone came 
to fetch me, but we were able to move only one patient at that time. 

All day long we went on asking the Israeli soldiers for permission 
to go back. We were not allowed to do so all that day, but only on the 
following morning, the Friday (exactly a week after the war had begun). 
We arrived at daybreak, because it had been announced that the camp 
would definitely be bombed at6.30 a.m. Between 5 and 6.30 we evacuated 
the thirty casualties by making three journeys with one single ambu- 
lance. By a miracle, most of them were still alive although they had 
been left without any treatment at all and with no water for 24 or 36 
hours. While we were evacuating them we noticed that there were again 
a great many people on the streets in the camp. To avoid making the 
entire journey each time, we left our patients at an Israeli checkpoint 
beyond the zone which was to be bombed. The Israelis removed several 
male patients, although they were far too seriously injured - either 
suffering from fractures or having just been amputated - to be possibly 
considered as combatants. 

During this time, a great many people were coming back into the 
camp, despite the warning that it was to be bombed. They passed the 
Israeli checkpoints without anything being done to hold them back. I 
asked the Israeli soldiers why they let them past when the bombing was 
just about to take place, and whether they had not misunderstood their 
order. They replied that these civilians were too stupid, that they 
understood nothing, etc.; nevertheless, from that moment onwards 
someone was posted at the entrance to stop people from going into the 
camp. But for over two hours whole crowds of people had been entering. 
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The camp really was bombed that day, with a new type of bomb. On 
the previous day the bombs had been smaller. I am not an expert in 
armaments, but I can tell you that the bombs now being dropped were 
large ones and that they broke open the shelters, and that this time the 
town was razed to the ground. Other eye-witnesses who saw it later can 
tell you about it. There were a great many civilians; I cannot give the 
exact figure, but there were several thousand. 

I was then arrested with Dr. Steinar Berge and the rest of the male 
staff of the Red Crescent. I was released that same evening, I do not 
know why. They subjected me to rather special treatment, and I have 
never been able to understand what they had in mind. First of allI was 
interrogated. Then I was sat for a moment between Steinar Berge and a 
Norwegian social worker. Then they took me and placed me in a sand 
bin, under a swing. On either side their stood prisoners tied to posts. 
One of them was talking to an Israeli soldier in English. He had visibly 
been beaten and was blindfolded. The other appeared to be dead; his face 
was swollen and bleeding and there were flies crawling over his 
wounds. He was tied up by a rope which went round his neck and 
shoulders. But then he began to move and I recognized him as a 
Palestinian doctor friend. He described to me how he had been beaten 
during his three days in prison. A little further along there was aman 
with a sack over his head who was being violently kicked or beaten 
every two minutes. I myself witnessed what was being done to other 
prisoners; the shots - in fact everything Dr. Berge has described. Then I 
was released, I do not know why. 

There was not a single doctor left at the hospital andthe work hadto 
go on. I will not go into any details. 

On the second day of the invasion I had met a delegate from the 
International Red Cross whom I already knew, having seen him earlier. 
He was unable to talk to me, purportedly for lack of time. I think he was 
afraid. Subsequently it became difficult to have any contact with the 
International Committee of the Red Cross. A week later it was possible 
to send messages, but we were never permitted even to discuss the 
possibility of medical cooperation. 

I would also like to report an incident described to me by the 
Commander-in-Chief of the UN forces stationed near the frontier, 
where we stayed two days because we could not cross the frontier 
during the week-end. They had complete equipment and teams ready to 
deal with the most disastrous situations - water-tanker lorries, provi- 
sions, blankets, specialized emergency health personnel, etc. They had 
started work in Sour but had been stopped by the Israelis after the first 
day, and their subsequent efforts to get there had been vain. When the 
Commander-in-Chief told me this he asked me very specially not to 
mention it, because they were attempting to remain on good terms with 
the Israelis. I think enough time has now gone by for me to be able to 
report it.” 
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STATEMENT BY A NURSE 
(who wishes to remain anonymous) 


“T was in Beirut from 17th May until 5th October. I was working in 
Lahud Field Hospital during the war and also at one time participating 
in the Palestinian Red Crescent vaccination programme; but we had to 
stop it because of too intensive bombing, and the population was much 
more preoccupied about its security than about vaccination. SoI went 
back to Lahud Hospital, and then, when the conditions obliged us, we 
went back to Akka Hospital in the southern part of Beirut, where we 
worked until I was supposed to have left, on 15th September, the day 
when Béchir Gemayel was killed. My friends told me: ‘Wait and see. It’s 
not important whether you leave today or in two or three days’ time’. 
Some of the other people whom I was travelling with had tried to leave 
but had been stopped by the Israelis and sent back to Beirut. So in the 
afternoon we went back, several of us, to the Gaza and Akka Hospitals. 
We had the advantage of knowing about the Norwegian doctors, so we 
knew we would not be killed by the Israelis. We knew that if we were 
arrested they would have to show some kind of consideration for us as 
foreign medical workers, so as to avoid the annoying situation they had 
already had with the Norwegian and Canadian governments at the 
beginning of the war. And I thought it was important to be present, as 
foreigners, just to witness what happened. 

When we came back that evening we could not at first get any ofthe 
drivers from the Gaza Hospital to come with us down to Akka. Finally 
one came with us. We had to stay inside the camp until dark came 
because it was impossible to cross the road. For those who know, it’s 
only about a 5-metre or 10-metre wide road. We had to wait until dark so 
that we could run across, because there were Israelitanks on both sides 
and they were shooting. The hospital was full of refugees seeking 
protection. All night there was shooting. On the Thursday there was 
shooting. Then the Israelis had withdrawn behind the hospital and were 
shooting inside the camp. From a hotel and the hospital we could see, if 
we stood up, the so-called terrorists’ and ’resistance’, consisting of four 
or five young men with hardly any ammunition or weapons, running 
like mad, trying to do something but not being able to do anything; so 
whatever was said about ‘resistance’ was an excuse. 

During the Thursday night at 4 o’clock - I think it’s very important 
and very few speak ofit- wein Akka Hospital had abig meeting, andthe 
Lebanese women and children, with white flags, went out of the hospital 
and went to the Israelis behind the hospital, asking them to stop 
shooting. They came back without any success. Then the children - 
Lebanese children - still with white flags, went out on the main road, in 
front of Akka Hospital, with the intention of going to the headquarters 
of the Israeli forces, which were at the Koweitian embassy, I wouldsay 
roughly 500 to 700 metres from us. Unfortunately, because of the 
explosion of an ammunition depot, they had to come back and seek 
refuge, but the attempt was made. 

Later that night one of the doctors from the Gaza Hospital asked if 
we were willing to go with him to talk to the Israelis again. We, at that 
point, felt it was useless, because the Lebanese had not had any success 
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and we were afraid that if we, foreign workers, went there they would 
take us and not let us come back to the hospital, where we were needed 
first as technical people and secondly as witnesses. 

In any case it was also impossible for people to come from Gaza to 
Akka that night; we could not even transfer a severely wounded person 
from our hospital. We had no surgeons, only one Palestinian pediatri- 
cian, who since has been killed, one Palestinian house doctor, who has 
also been killed, and one Sri Lankan doctor who by a miracle survived 
and got out of the country. 

On the Thursday night three wounded people were brought in - two 
young boys of 17 and 18 shot in the leg, and an adult who was the 
wounded man we wanted to transfer to Gaza. Then the rumour started 
that this was the work of the Kataeb (Kataeb is another name for 
Falangists, which means the rightist militia). The doctors thought it 
might not be the Kataeb because it was an unprofessional way of 
shooting. They said that if it had been they would have killed them 
instead of just wounding them. The people explained, however, that 
there were a lot of people in one specific southern part of the Shatila 
camp where they were shooting and that there were a lot of people 
being wounded and killed. 

First I should say that all night, from immediately after dark, the 
camp was completely lit up as though it were day, or as if we had five 
full moons right above us. Everything was visible. Flares were being 
sent up from outside the camp. (During the day I took pictures of Israeli 
tanks standing above the camp and shooting into it). On the Friday 
morning, when I woke up, there were loudspeakers outside, without our 
understanding what they said, and even Arabic-speaking people had 
difficulty in understanding; but it was a message to tell people: ‘Go 
home, and stay inside your houses and leave your weapons outside’. 

During that morning, there were snipers all the time. At onetime, a 
wounded person from the petrol station next to our hospital managed to 
get in, telling us that two people had been killed there. First ofallit was 
impossible to get out. Then, afterwards, a French nurse managed to get 
one of the two people out. Later on, we managed to stop a car which 
came by, and which we were able to borrow. An Egyptian kitchen 
worker, this French nurse and I got in, the Egyptian driving and we two 
lying in the back. We got out and entered the petrol station and found the 
other body. A close friend of ours; and the only way we could recognize 
him was by what he was dressed in. When we had brought him inside we 
went out to get some fresh air. There was a soldier in the yard. We 
rushed into the hospital, and there we met two other soldiers who had 
come in by another entrance, with their fingers on the triggers of their 
machine guns extremely frightened, and telling us to get out, in 
English. 

I asked to take my passport with me; they said ’No, it was not 
necessary’. Then, on the way, they tried to talk to us, and we said: Who are 
you?’ and they answered me in English: ‘We are Falangists!’ Then 
another man came, also very nervous, andI said: ‘What are you looking 
for, what are you screaming for?’ ‘Soldiers’. I said: ‘Well, there is no 
soldier here, we are all civilians, you don’t have to be afraid, there is not 
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one weapon in this house. Could I get my passport?’ He said ‘O.K.’, sol 
got it. 

At that time two nurses, one Australian and one Norwegian, were 
ordered to stay on with five children we had in the hospital, and another 
Australian stayed on with five handicapped children. The rest of us 
were sent out. I got up the stairs and found myself with one soldier at my 
back, one man standing outside ordering me to come out, and two others 
arriving by another door with their fingers on their triggers still; while 
the first two were telling me to get out the other two were saying ‘Don’t 
move’. So after some discussion in which I asked whom I! was supposed 
to obey I got out and was told: ‘O.K., you go out and you go to the left’. I 
said: ‘DoI have to walk like this?’ andI was told: ‘No, youdon’t have to’. 

As we came out we were checked at one point and by some 
miraculous chance the First Secretary of the Norwegian Embassy just 
arrived and presented himself and was allowed to take us out. Which 
was a horrible situation, because it was a relief in one way, and yet it 
was horrible to move out not knowing what was going to happen to your 
friends. Especially one, the Palestinian pediatrician, who had been 
taken away separately, and when we tried to ask the soldiers in Arabic 
what was happening to him they did not understand us sufficiently. 
They asked who I was and I said I was just a Norwegian; so then they 
told me in English: ‘Get away, don’t get mixed up here’. 

At that time there were other people standing against the wall, at 
the entrance, and it was terrible to feel that we just had to let them turn 
back and go, because we knew we could do nothing. We also did not 
know exactly what was going to happen, but were quite sure we would 
not see each other again. 

We got the nurses out from the basement and were allowed to take 
four babies. And all the time this group was fairly polite and said: ‘If 
you have a truck ora big car you can take out the other children as well’. 
I said: ‘We don’t have one, do you?’ They said: ‘No’. SoI said: ‘O.K., we 
will come back’. As we left we heard a Palestinian nurse standing atthe 
gate speak with these soldiers in Arabic and say: ‘I’m afraid, I want to 
go away with them’, and the soldier answer: ‘No, you cannot, you have 
to stay here’. And there we were with the certitude of not seeing her any 
more, leaving the place, leaving the children in the American hospital, 
where they had at first refused to take them in because they said they 
were not sick. 

It was important to get out to tell what was happening, because at 
that point nobody in Hamraatall knew what was happening; they knew 
there were snipers, they knew there were Israelis, but they did not know 
the Kataeb were there. 

I think, now, the most important thing is to be aware that the 
massacre has been going on in the whole of Southern Lebanon. It has 
happened in Beirut, and it is not at all unlikely, not to say fairly 
possible, that something similar might very easily take place both in 
Tripoli and in the Bekaa Valley. Therefore it is very important that as 
many people as possible are aware, are present inside Lebanon, even 
though one cannot do anything, but are there just as witnesses, to do 
their best in the hope that this will not take place”. 
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STATEMENT BY FRANKLIN LAMB (ATTORNEY, U.S.A.) 


My name is Franklin Lamb and I work in Washington, D.C. I was 
part of a group from the U.S. that did investigation in Lebanon, and 
mainly West Beirut, concerning Israeli use of particular weapons. We 
did broad research, as a matter of fact, but I think I’ll confine my 
remarks to the cluster bomb. We did look into, perhaps, 15 different 
weapons that come from the United States. 

I don’t have the material that I did want to show you, that I think 
would be helpful, but it simply has not arrived. What it is is a fair 
amount of demonstrative physical evidence from Lebanon, which was 
gathered by me and some others in July and August. But I can give you 
some description of it. 

What I would like to talk to you briefly about is the use by Israel of 
certain United States weapons. 

To give youa little perspective on this subject: itis not the first time 
that the issue, in the United States, has arisen over Israeli use of 
American weapons. You maybe recall the use of American weapons in 
Samu’ (Jordan) by Israel in 1966, in Egypt in 1967, in 1968 in the Beirut 
airport raid, in the Iraqi nuclear reactor raid of June 6, 1981, and in the 
July 17 1981 attack on Beirut. So this issue has been around. 

But let me then focus on two aspects of this subject: a certain 
technical aspect, which I think you should know, as the Congress is 
beginning, in the United States, to know exactly the technical nature of 
some of these weapons, and also certain legal implications. My focusis 
going to be more on United States law, and I think you’ll come to see that 
that’s extremely important in this case. 

The question, within the United States Congress, has been around 
for about four years, i.e. whether the Israeli government has violated 
American law with respect to the use of American weapons, and after 
the 1978 invasion of South Lebanon Congressmen Findley and McClos- 
key and to some extent Senator Percy and others raised the issue. And 
so what we have, and you should be aware of," is this four-year history in 
which particular members of the Congress and to some extent journa- 
lists and other groups in the United States have raised this issue. But 
not a lot has been done about it. 

I won’t go into all that much detail on the specifics of the U.S. Arms 
Export Control Act, but when you read our report you will see what the 
problem has been and you will see that there have been attempts by the 
Israel lobby in the United States, which is enormously powerful, 
particularly in the US Congress, to change the law. 

The debate now is very great, and is going to continue, as is my 
prediction, and there are going to be some congressional hearings on 
exactly this subject. Already, while our report has not been released, it 
has been the subject of some interest in the American press. I don’t 
know if you know the Christian Science Monitor, but it talked recently, 
last week, about the findings of the report, as has the Washington Post 
of October 13. Washington is an interesting and in some ways a small 
town, and this report and these findings will be made available to the 
members of Congress and will be the subject of certain hearings. 

With that background, let me say thatit was in July and August that 
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I was with others from the US in Lebanon and West Beirut, and we 
talked with some people from whom you'll hear, with people from the 
press, with medical workers, with rescue workers, and if I may be 
allowed I’d just like to say that I think the real heroes, besides the 
medical workers to whom reference has already been made, have been 
these rescue workers. We met any of them, for the reason that it was 
very important to our work in tracking and identifying exact, precise 
locations where cluster bombs - American-made cluster bombs - had 
been used. I learned a great deal about the activities of these very 
courageous people and I wish to pay tribute to them. 

What was it that we did? We sifted and worked long, I think, and 
hard, to identify specific locations where American-made cluster 
bombs were used by Israel. We gathered a number of affidavits, legal 
affidavits, from doctors and medical personnel in 19 hospitals and 
clinics. The report details the clinics and has examples of the affidavits. 
We pinpointed the locations of the use of cluster bombs since June 22nd, 
and the reason that date is significant is that it was then that Prime 
Minister Begin was in Washington talking to the President, and he 
announced that he didn’t know that they were using cluster bombs in 
Lebanon - this was on June 22nd 1982 - but that in any event their use 
would stop. So the fourteen locations that we identified are since that 
date, through the middle of August. 

I think, for your information, you should knew something of these 
particular cluster bombs. There are over fifty types of American-made 
cluster bombs and there is a lot of misinformation about cluster bombs. 
In a sense they came of age in Vietnam. There was what was called the 
CBU 2 Series. Mac Namara, you recall, and Johnson, decided to use 
cluster bombs. So the Pentagon invested enormously in cluster bombs 
and very fast research. They developed the CBU 2 Series but they were 
quite inaccurate. They’ve come a long way since then, the mainstay of 
cluster bombs in Vietnam then became the CBU 24 Series, and they were 
quite effective. 

As I said, there are some 50 types of cluster bombs. The Americans 
probably sold Israel 12 kinds. There were four kinds being used this last 
summer in Lebanon. 

What happens with these four kinds that we did research on is this. 
They contain a very high-powered explosive, usually called minol, and 
upon detonation this instantaneously becomes a hot expanding gas, 
and it expands at a rate in excess - if you can imagine - of 4,000 feet per 
second. So it means that every little speck makes a very neat entry; as 
you’ll see from some of the photographs we've gathered, the entry can 
look like a cigarette burn, or it can look like a sliver. But once inside, 
this fragment spins and can literally pulverize bone and marrow and 
the rest. 

This is what the medical community showed us in Lebanon, andthe 
number of amputations, because of the general conditions described 
and because of the nature of this weapon, was very great. We counted 
320 patients, just in the time that we were there - about a month. And we 
photographed many of them and heard their story, by way of gathering 
evidence. As has been pointed out, it’s a very indiscriminate and a very 
lethal weapon, that’s why it’s outlawed and that’s why the United States 
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government - whatever, perhaps, the little faith you have in them - is 
concerned, and why the American public is becoming enormously 
concerned, about this weapon. 

It was designed in Vietnam, supposedly, initially, for use against 
radar-type Sites, against light armour. But Israel has used it notfor this 
purpose but as an antipersonnel weapon. 

In Vietnam, with the CBU 24s, there was the problem of control. You 
would drop them at acertain altitude and they would hit a certain area, 
now, we’ll say 57,000 square feet, or maybe a football field. Youcannow 
put a fragment within a one-inch square - if you can believe that -ona 
football-type field. So it’s absolutely thorough. And it often will just 
take one minute object to kill an individual. Butin Vietnam the problem 
was control. Now, science has it answered. These weapons that were 
used in Lebanon, there is the capacity to spray them in a figure 8, ina 
diamond or in a square. You have a very good control of them. The 
impression that the Israelis used them against military targets - 
though there may have been some accidents in the past - has been ended 
by the history which the American people are now learning about the 
rationale of the Israelis since 1978. As the questions were put to them, 
they had their half-dozen explanations, which, more or less, served 
them, with the support of the Israel lobby in the United States, and it got 
them by. But now, under analysis, each of these seems absolutely 
cynical and ridiculous. 

The Pentagon, for the first time, has been willing to say something 
about cluster bombs under Congressional pressure because of our 
report. So I have met with a number of Pentagon people and we've 
learned a fair bit about those technical aspects. But I’m getting alittleto 
the side, so I will ask you to bear in mind that particular type, which is 
the fourth that we located in Lebanon, and with which we are going to be 
concerned in the United States: the BLU-63 B. Here are some. This was 
taken in West Beirut, near the Hamra Post Office where they were 
found. That’s the typical one, and I think it’s what most people think 
about when they think about cluster bombs. But, interestingly, it’s not 
the worst of the lot, even in Lebanon. That is the one kind. 

The second kind is the so-called MK 118. It is this kind. This was 
found in‘nine locations in West Beirut, the residential, the commercial, 
district of Beirut, as I think you know. It was designed by the Pentagon 
to penetrate tanks and heavy armour. It has the capacity of going 
through 6 inches of hardened steel, so it is a very powerful weapon 
operating on the same principle of instantaneous expanding gas, but, 
rather than fragmenting in all directions, it pushes forward to penetrate 
and then explodes. Designed to knock out a tank, it was used in nine 
locations that we identified in West Beirut. 

So there is that kind, the MK 118. One of the most common, and what 
turned out to be, I think, the most deadly among the civilian population; 
and again our research confirms other reports from the people who 
were injured from cluster bombs. It seems that roughly 70% of those 
who were injured or had amputations were civilians and not military 
people - for a reason that’s obvious once you know the conditions there: 
the fighters, in West Beirut, were underground. They were not harmed 
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by the cluster bombs, whose effect was neutralized with respect to the 
military. They were only effective against the civilian population. 

I would then identify for you the third type of cluster bomb that was 
used widely in Lebanon by the Israelis, and that is the so-called M43 El. 
It is this kind, it is the one that looks like a so-called butterfly. The kids 
and the civilian population of Lebanon call it “the butterfly bomb”. I 
had some samples but, as you gathered, some of my material did not 
arrive. Anyhow, let me just take one moment to show you how this one 
works. It looks like this aluminium triangle, and it’s made of aluminum, 
and then it has two steel wings, and inside it has a round ball. Andfrom 
the ball, which has a hole, there is this plunger; let’s say it’s aninch and 
a half. So what happens is: these fall, and the idea is that the plunger 
goes down, they hit on the plunger - they are designed aerodynamically 
so they will hit on this plunger. The plunger then is released, inserted, it 
comes down and it has a sort of spring effect; but it’s more than that, 
there is actually a small ignition, and it leaps up, about five feet off the 
ground. That’s the design. And then it explodes. Now, if it doesn’t hiton 
that plunger the chances are pretty great that it won't explode. 

So you have a situation, at the Armenian hospital, for example, where 
you could have gone up the driveway and they would be scattered all 
over the place. They are found in neighbourhoods, and it’s interesting: 
they call them butterflies because they were collected by some kids, 
some civilians, almost like one collects butterflies. We’ve seen young 
people who became very skilled with the butterfly bomb. It means that 
they could pick it up and throw it over a wall and detonate it. But from 
our analysis of those who were injured, and from the amputees from 
cluster bombs, it is the M43 El] - this type - which was the most 
destructive in Lebanon and not, as originally was thought, the CBU 58. 

The fourth kind of cluster bomb which we identified as being widely 
used is the so-called M42. It is the one that the people of Lebanon came to 
call the “lighter” or the ‘‘battery” bomb, for the reason that it looks like 
a lighter. 

The interesting thing, and why it has aroused a lot of attention in the 
United States recently, and in Congress, is that it was this precise 
cluster bomb (and we were the first to identify it) that killed the marine 
corporal David Regan at the airport in Beirut a couple of weeks ago. It 
caused a lot of attention in the United States. It was this M42, What he 
was doing was cleaning up. As a marine he had the duty of cleaning up 
the airport: they were sweeping along and he stepped on one. It was 
originally reported by the Pentagon that a shell exploded, but that was 
not true. Even to an observer at the time it was obvious that if a whole 
shell had gone off many more people would have been killed; but he 
stepped on one of these particular ones. It’s ironic in a way, too, that on 
July 21st President Reagan suspended the shipment of cluster bombs to 
Israel and that it was this kind, made in the United States. They were to 
receive 4,000 of these shells, filled with the M42. But that has been 
suspended and they have not received them. 

That’s the fourth type. Again, there are more, but those are the main 
four. 

Before I close, I wanted to point out that we pinpointed the exact 
locations in Beirut where these cluster bombs were used, including the 
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central Hamra Post Office, One of our good witnesses, who will appear 
at US hearings, is Ahmad Malek; he is the Postmaster General of 
Lebanon, Another of our witnesses who helped us was Mustapha Yafi, 
who is the Head of the Civil Defence Workers. And why he was so 
important to us was that he was in charge of the rescue workers who 
were a very good source of information on exactly where these cluster 
bombs were used, because they were out there, right after the explosion, 
and they saw these things. They also satisfied us of the accuracy of the 
report that a tactic of the Israeli air force was to use a concussion bomb, 
on a particular building, we will say, And then, after, let us say, fifteen 
minutes, the air force would come back and spray the place, remember- 
ing the exact technology and how they could distribute these cluster 
bombs over the area - which means that not only the victims but the 
rescue workers are trapped, 

The reason, or one of the reasons, why we got so much information 
out of the Pentagon is that we brought back a lot of information, These 
are labels from the canisters, and we had them cut out and we got them 
out of Beirut and we showed six pages of exact serial numbers, And why 
this turned out to be of great interestto them andimportant for us is that 
we could use it to negotiate with the Pentagon and obtain information 
on exactly how these things work and the numbers that were shipped to 
Israel, These serial numbers, which are very detailed, can simply be put 
in their computer and they can learn not only when each was made - 
which they knew already - but exactly in which shipment it was sent to 
Israel, They can determine more or less how many Israel has left 
and what the use of them has been. We are waiting to include information 
from the Pentagon on that subject in our report. It is going to be a little 
difficult to get, but I'm hoping that the Congress can get it from them 
with some pressure. 

Let me just make one point. I’m going to show you four posters. 
These are Arabic posters detailing the four kinds of cluster bomb that I 
have mentioned, And why these are interesting is that, if you can 
imagine, under siege conditions in Lebanon, with no food and electricity 
and the rest of the problems that come with war - the bombing, the 
sleepless nights and the rest - the civilian population had the energy 
and felt the need to distribute into civilian areas, the camps, villages 
and other places, these kinds of posters. | 

Now, why would they do that? I think one of the things that have 
impressed American public opinion so far is these posters. If you can 
imagine all of the difficulties of war, yet somebody took the time to 
distribute these posters around to warn people. And what do they say? 
They describe in remarkable detail the working of these four cluster 
bombs I have just told you about. Then, they advise the population what 
to do if it sees one of them, how to deal with it. Basically the translation 
says: dig a deep hole if you are going to try to dispose of it; but the best 
thing is to get somebody, a responsible person, to help you. A rescue 
type; or get a military person to defuse it, or whatever. And so it’s our 
submission to the American Congress that this is very good evidence, 
also, of the widespread and indiscriminate use, and the use against the 
civilian population, of these four types of cluster bombs. 

How do they work? Again, without much detail, let me give you the 
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idea. They are made of thin aluminium. You fill these things up and they 
lie under the aircraft, and they can be dropped from seven thousand feet, 
or different heights. In Vietnam, the problem was the accuracy, and also 
the effectiveness of the anti-aircraft of the Vietnamese against the 
Americans. It used to be that you had to fly low to drop these things with 
accuracy, but now the technology has changed so you can drop them 
very high. It has been the same in Lebanon. 

So, you’ve got this thin large aluminium casing and then you've 
got, in front of it, the nose, which is up here, say. You've got this thing, 
which is a navy product, it’s called a byway fuse. It was a detonator, this 
kind of fuse which we found. You’ve got the fuse up here, it explodes and 
it opens this thing, just like a clam shell; it’s hinged. It opens it and it 
spews these things out, again, I remind you now, with very good 
accuracy. And if I can say there’s been a technological advance, even in 
the last year or two, in the power and the accuracy, it has come from 
Israel. This has been confirmed to me by the Pentagon, and my sources 
there are not all that happy, contrary to what you may believe, with 
what Israel has been doing. 

We, in our report, have a chapter also on the history of Israeli use of 
them which I won’t touch on now, and we cite testimony from different 
individuals. We also have a collection of photographs and I'll say ina 
moment something about that. 

The Israel lobby in the United States will spare noeffort to discredit 
this report. Our job as lawyers has been to amass evidence, the best 
evidence that we can get. So far, because they haven’t actually got their 
hands on the report, they have had toreply ina ridiculous fashion tothe 
press reports about it and the comments that have been made about it. 
But when they have it in their hands they will spare no effort or expense 
to discredit it. And that is good, because our objective is just to putiton 
the table for debate, and to add to the information on the subject. 

We have numerous photographs, maybe 40, of different individuals 
who were injured by these various types of cluster bombs. We’ll have a 
bibliography available in our report on this subject. Mainly American 
sources, I’m sorry to say. Because I really think that in this discussion 
we all should be familiar with all aspects, and the most important, 
probably, is the international legal aspect. But our primary focus, and 
what can be the most useful in ending forever, if not other particular 
types of US weapons in Israel, certainly the cluster bomb, is the 
analysis under US law. And what we have is the July 23rd 1952 treaty 
between Israel and the United States - a bilateral treaty; it spells out a 
lot on the use of arms. Then we have the US Arms Export Control Act of 
1968, revised in 1976; that’s very important in US law. Then we havetwo 
secret agreements that you should know at least exist and they were 
made in 1978. They were two secret ageements that aren’t very secret; 
I’ve read them, the things have leaked out about them, and under them 
Israel gives certain assurances. As you see, from 1978, when this issue 
started, and as it grew, Israel became increasingly defensive because it 
was obvious that the 1952 treaty had been violated. This was after there 
had been denials and then certain generals had admitted that forbidden 
arms had been used, but said that they had been used accidentally, or it 
was a mistake, or it was within the law. After the whole thing looked 
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more and more ridiculous you had these secret agreements. First of all 
they made an admission that the State of Israel had violated the terms of 
the early agreements, but then they said it would not use American 
weapons, specifically cluster bombs, unless it was invaded on the 
ground by two or more Arab armies that were involved in the 1967 war. 
That’s the undertaking. 

Well, you know something about what happened in Lebanon. Did we 
have invading armies and the rest, and was the undertaking complied 
with in Lebanon? It’s obvious that it wasn’t. Yet these are recent 
agreements and I’m telling you that it wasn’t just some deputy who 
signed these things. This was at the Prime Ministerial level. This was 
after the Carter Administration had cut exports of weapons, had 
invoked the Arms Export Control Act and had had the ambassador 
come in and had said: “Listen, you have consistently violated our laws 
in this respect; what are you going to dc?’’The response was:'We are 
going to have this agreement, and it will be ironclad” - and so it is. 

Once the analysis of even US law is made clear, the case against - 
the case for law - is extremely strong. And so we welcome the Israel 
lobby’s attention to this report and seek only that they reply to the legal 
analysis as well as to the other evidence. 

I want to say that this report will be made available. We’ve been 
busy since we’ve been back from Lebanon, but we’ve been working 
nearly round the clock on it, and we’ve got to get it just right because 
of the effort that will be made to discredit it. 
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CHAPTHR IV. 


THE PALESTINIAN AND LEBANESE PRISONERS, 
DEPORTEES AND MISSING PHRSONS. 


I: THE ATTITUDE OF THE ISRAELI AUTHORITIES: 
THE REFUSAL TO GRANT ACCESS TO THE PRISON CAMPS. 


A. The first mission sent out by the International Association of 
Democratic Lawyers. 


Professor Gérard Lyon-Caen, of the faculty of law of Paris I 
University, and Dr. Yves Follezou, representing the Commission for 
the Safety of Palestinian and Lebanése Prisoners, went out to Israel on 9 
July 1982 to secure information on the situation of the prisoners and 
visit these places of detention. The Israeli authorities refused the 
necessary permits. On their return each issued a statement in the 
matter. 


1) Extract from an article by Professor Gérard Lyon-Caen publish- 
ed in “Le Monde” on 5 August 1982. 

The “Palestinian prisoners” captured in Lebanon and herded 
together by the Israeli army under conditions which have so far 
remained a secret take one’s mind back to the “displaced persons” of the 
years immediately following the Second World War. The Israeli autho- 
rities will not be able to continue much longer preventing public 
opinion from demanding an explanation for their conduct. 


The legal status of these Palestinian (or Lebanese) prisoners is an 
embarrassment for the Israeli authorities, and safety committees are 
being set up in a great variety of places. Israel, which declares that it 
has not ratified the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 in their 
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revised version (but that it abides by their general spirit), isrefusing to 
consider these men as prisoners of war. It had already previously 
adopted the same attitude in the case of the civilians arrested in the 
West Bank territories. Hence the Red Cross has not as yet been able to 
observe the treatment to which they are subjected and to determine 
whether or not it is in accordance with the laws of war. 


The Israeli government considers these men to be common crimi- 
nals (i.e. terrorists), as regular armies considered snipers before 1949. 
It applies to them the Emergency Regulations dating from the days of 
the British Mandate and claims that their maintenance in administrati- 
ve detention is justified in that they threaten public order. What is new 
is that these Emergency Regulations are now being enforced not 
merely on the West Bank but on the territory of another state, namely 
Lebanon. Administrative internment in the case of persons arrested 
during a military operation on foreign soil is practically unprecedent- 
ed. Are they to be brought before a military court? It is said that this is 
to happen to “the most guilty” among them. How are they to be tried ? 
And how defended ? 


2) Account of the mission's work by Dr. Jean-Yves Follezou. 


I have just been to Israel on a mission on behalf of the Commission 
for the Safety of Palestinian and Lebanese Prisoners. It was an 
emergency mission whose purpose was to collect information on the 
spot on the fate of these prisoners and to be able to visit them. I was 
accompanied on the trip by professor Gérard Lyon-Caen of Paris I 
University, who had been sent out by the International Association of 
Democratic Lawyers. 

On our arrival we immediately put ourselves in touch with the 
Israeli government authorities to obtain information and apply for 
permission to visit the prisoners. All we were able to secure was the 
following statement by telephone: “The Minister will not receive you, 
but you have no reason for anxiety on the fate of the Palestinian 
prisoners.” 


We were thus not permitted to visit them and were told that: 


i) It was “out of the question”, ‘“‘under the conventions and practices in 
force’, for representatives of private organizations to visit the priso- 
ners. 


ii) If no one except the Israeli authorities had been able to visit the 
prisoners, this was because “they were being interrogated.” 


iii) The Israeli authorities were far more anxious about the fate of the 
Israeli prisoners, for whom they possessed no figures (1), than about 
that of the Palestinian prisoners. 


iv) No Israeli prisoner had been visited by the Red Cross. 


The cloak of silence which the Israeli authorities have spread 
over the situation of the Palestinian and Lebanese prisoners cannot but. 
help to lend credibility to the information from unofficial sources that 
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At a press conference held in Jerusalem on 12 July and attended by 
Professor Lyon-Caen and myself, the writer Mordecai Avi-Shaul, 
President of the Israeli League of Human Rights, told the public of the 
existence of a hospital which had been turned into an interrogation 
centre for wounded prisoners. This was the Shmuel Harofeh Hospital a 
few miles outside Tel-Aviv, on the road to Rehovot, near a place called 
Be’er Yaakov, and it had apparently received prisoners both of 
Palestinian and of several other nationalities. They were said to be 
attached to their beds by “special processes”’. 


From other information we were able to obtain from private 
sources, we gathered that there are at present three points in Israeli 
territory where prisoners are concentrated. We were able to have a 
distant glimpse of one of these on the road from Tel-Aviv to Nazareth, 
at the historic town of Megiddo - now.a place for tourists - near Afula. 

A gigantic. prison camp capable of housing several thousands is 
said to be in the process of construction near Nabatieh, in South 
Lebanon, and to be already partly occupied. 


B. The second mission sent out by the International Association of 
Democratic Lawyers. 


Professors Chagnollaud and Bruschi went out on a second mission 
to Israel between 14 and 21 October 1982. The Israeli authorities had 
been informed in advance of their coming via their embassy in Paris. 
Having failed, as will be explained below, to achieve its initial purpose 
of visiting the prisoners, this mission interviewed a large number of 
people as a basis for the analysis of the situation in Israel which 
concludes Part I of the present volume. 


Extract from the report on their mission by Professors Chagnollaud 
and Bruschi. 


“The mission attempted to go to South Lebanon in order to gain an 
idea of the general situation and above all to try to visit the KE] Ansar 
prison camp. The Israeli Defence Minister refused to grant the necessary 
permits. The information we were able to obtain in Israel and in the 
occupied territories was extremely fragmentary (1); however, the 
specialized missions sent out by the International Centre for 
Information on Palestinian and Lebanese Prisoners, Deportees and 
Missing Persons have done a remarkable job and it has thus been 
possible to compile increasingly well substantiated case files based on 
direct personal testimony and minutely detailed inquiries. The Centre 
is in fact now able to provide lists of prisoners and missing persons. (2) 


(1) For example, we met one of the head officials from UNRWA at the latter’s headquarters 
in Jerusalem. He explained to us at greant length that he knew nothing of the situation in the 
UNRWA camps in South Lebanon and advised us to make inquiries in Vienna. 

(2) All these reports are available from the Centre’s office at 5, rue Dupont des Loges, 75007 
Paris. 
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As we know, on the legal level the question has been raised of 
compliance with the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 - 
particularly the Third Convention, which concerns the treatment of 
prisoners of war. Though it has signed these Conventions, Israel 
claims that they are not applicable to the PLO, which it declares is 
neither a contracting party nor a party to the conflict (3). For the Israeli 
government, the Palestinian central organization is merely a terrorist 
and criminal body and the Palestinians captured in Lebanon are to be 
considered as common criminals. As Géraud de la Pradelle notes: 
“Such an interpretation is clearly a faithful transposition into legal 
terms of the political thesis of the Israeli government” (4). 


We will not here revert to the arguments which will destroy the 
entiré Israeli thesis. (5) 


II. THE INFORMATION OBTAINED. 


The data given below were provided by the International Centre for 
Information on Palestinian and Lebanese Prisoners, Deportees and 
Missing Persons, to which our thanks are due for kindly supplying 
them with permission to reprint them. 


A. STATEMENT BY DRISS ANWAR, OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
CENTRE FOR INFORMATION ON PALESTINIAN AND LEBANESE 
PRISONERS, DEPORTEES AND MISSING PERSONS. 


What is the information available to us at the International Centre? 
There are, first of all, a few figures, which are still open to debate but 
which at least give a general idea of scale. For the casualties of the war 
between 4 June and 30 August 1982, not including Beirut, the most 
“optimistic” estimates - i.e. those published by such newspaper as E] 
Marar, which are considered to be moderate - give 17,825 dead and 30,103 
injured. In West Beirut, up to the eve of the Sabra and Shatila 
massacres, there are reported to have been 5,675 fatal casualties. 


We now come to the displaced persons. There were reckoned to be 
200,000 Palestinian refugees in South Lebanon. If we add the number of 
dead to the number of prisoners detained at EK] Ansar, we arrive at a 
maximum figure of 40,000, which leaves at least 160,000 missing 
persons of whom we know nothing and of whom the Palestinian 
organizations know nothing. Some of these people are certainly in 
Syria, but it is to be asked whether a large proportion of them have not 
merely disappeared. 


(3) Allan Baker, the legal adviser to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, gave us a detailed 
account of this thesis, which is summarized in Briefing 342 dated 18 July 1982, which has 
been quoted earlier on in this work. 

(4) Géraud de la Pradelle, ‘La politique Israélienne au Liban et les Conventions de Genéve”, 
Revue d’Etudes Palestiniennes N° 5, Autumn 1982, p.43. 

(5) See above, Eric David’s article on the Israeli intervention and the laws of war, and also 
the abovementioned article by Géraud de la Pradelle. 
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Something must also be said of the events which preceded and 
followed the Sabra and Shatila massacres or occurren side by side with 
them. The arrests - not those made on the eve of the untry of the Israeli 
troops into Beirut, but the arrests made on the day when the massacre 
was discovered - took place in two stages (I can give here only rough 
information, but there will naturally in due course be available a 
detailed report by the members of our mission of inquiry who have just 
arrived back in Paris after spending a fortnight in South Lebanon and 
West Beirut), On the morning of Saturday 18 September Israelis 
travelling in ordinary private cars equipped with radios carried out a 
certain number of selective arriests; in other words, the Israeli army 
possessed lists prepared in advance and was looking for specific 
individuals. It is thought that 2,000 people were arrested on that day. 


While on their way to Sabra and Shatila the future authors of the 
massacre gave orders in Arabic to the population to assemble and to 
move in the direction of the sports city. They did this is the name of the 
Israeli army. Of the three thousand people thus assembled a great many 
were singled out and executed on the road leading from the sports city 
to Sabra and Shatila. The sports city, it should be remarked, was under 
the supervision of the Israeli authorities. Others were arrested actually 
in the city, and there are thought to have been executions there; dead 
bodies were discovered inside its precincts after the events at Sabra and 
Shatila. 


During the siege of Beirut people continued to be arrested all over 
South Lebanon, but a large number of those arrested since the 
beginning of the invasion are not to be found at Al AnSar and it is to be 
feared that they have been exterminated. However, according to 
reliable information provided by witnesses in Israel and Lebanon there 
are other detention centres in Israel itself, such as the one built in the 
days of the British Mandate or the one in Tel-Aviv known as the centre 
of Military Intelligence. Of the persons recently arrested in Beirut, 
some have been directly transferred to the occupied territories, and we 
have eye-witness reports of the presence of Palestinian prisoners in 
these territories. 


The conditions in these other centres are a great deal more 
intolerable than in the El Ansar concentration camp, which is 
supposed to be something of a model of humanity in the way of prison 
camps, though of the 300 or 400 prisoners recently released from there a 
hundred are considered as having their health permanently impaired. 


I would like to conclude with a certain number of suggestions for 
the work of the Standing Committee whichis going to be set up at alater 
point in our proceedings. The first is that the Committee should do 
everything in its power to secure proofs of the existence of the mass 
graves which are said to exist round the Koweit Embassy in Lebanon 
and in plots of land on which it is planned to put up buildings. The 
evidence of the scale of the massacres must not be allowed to disappear 
under these buildings. The second relates to the measures to be taken to 
ensure that the Palestinian population in the south and in Lebanese 
territory as a whole enjoys a minimum of protection. In this connection 
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the International Centre has expressed the opinion that there can in no 
case be gentine protection of the elementary rights of these people to 
existence and survival without proper international control and that 
the multinational force representing three countries only is absolutely 
inadequate. As a first step, such control as exists should be extended to 
the whole of Lebanese territory, and as a second a solution should be 
devised enabling there to be genuine international control by United 
Nations forces, particularly for the protection of civilians who are 
living in a state of utter insecurity as a result of the destruction of their 
entire welfare and health services. 


B. EXTRACT FROM THE REPORT ON THE INTERNATIONAL 

HEARINGS HELD IN OSLO ON 380 AND 31 OCTOBER 1982 

BY PALESTINE FRONT. 

A distinction should be drawn bétween the statements made by 
doctors from the West who were released after a few hours’ or a few 
days’ detention and that of Dr. Chafiql Islam who was treated in the 
same way as the Palestinian and the Lebanese detainees. 

1, Drs. Francis Capet and Steinar Berge and the male nurse Pascal 
Mathey all gave similar accounts of the wholesale arrests by the 
Israelis and the ill-treatment, torture and humiliation to which the 
prisoners were subjected. 

Dr. Berge - whose account was corroborated by another witness - 
declared that he saw beatings on the premises of the Ecole Saint-Joseph 
which caused the death of two people. 


2. Statement by Dr. Chafiq] Islam: 

Dr. Islam, who is a Bengali, was able to give a very precise 
description of ther circumstances of his arrest and the conditions under 
which he and other detainees were transferred to Megiddo (They were 
blindfolded, with their hands tied behind their backs, and one detainee 
was apparently shot dead by an Israeli soldier during the journey.). 


The conditions of detention at Megiddo (12 June to 17 July). No food 
at all during the first 5 days. Then inadequate food and no medical care 
(with constant interrogation and ill-treatment). 


The conditions of transfer from Megiddo to El Ansar were similar. 
It was even stated that the conditions of detention at El Ansar were still 
worse than at Megiddo. In addition to the torture and privations of every 
sort and the humiliating treatment there was the congestion due to 
overcrowding, notwithstanding the gigantic size ofthe camp (17 July to 
25 October). 


It is clear from this piece of personal evidence both that, contrarily 
to what they claim, the Israeli authorities have never abided by the 
humanitarian provisions of the Geneva Conventions and that the 
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torture and other forms of violent ill-treatment, the degrading and 
humiliating treatment and the withholding of medical care were in no 
way due to “inevitable blunders” and confined to the early days of the 
invasion but were a systematic practice and not the work of just a few 
over-zealous soldiers. 


C. INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION CENTER ON PALESTINIAN 
AND LEBANESE PRISONERS, DEPORTED AND MISSING PERSONS. 


1. REPORT OF AN INQUIRY MADE FROM 2 TO 7 OCTOBER 1982 
IN DAMASCUS AND BEIRUT. 


At the request of the International Information Center on Palesti- 
nian and Lebanese Prisoners, Deported and Missing Persons, a mission 
of inquiry composed of Me Maurice Buttin and Antoine Comte went to 
Damascus and Beirut from 2 to 7 October 1982. 


Its objective was to collect informations on the situation of priso- 
ners and deplaced populations, on the importance of arrests effected by 
the Lebanese Army during the few preceeding weeks and to investigate 
in general on the aspects related to the purpose of the International 
Information Center, according to its very name. 


For that purpose the mission met individuals and personalities 
coming from all backgrounds in order to cross-verify these informa- 
tions in a manner enabling to yield the truth. 


I — PALESTINIAN AND LEBANESE PRISONERS: 
THE QUESTION REMAINS UNTOUCHED UPON. 


The term “prisoners” relates to persons arrested and detained since 
the onset of the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, being understood that 
persons challenged or imprisoned by Lebanese Armed forces will be 
dealt with the next Chapter. 


If the mission is led to indicate that the question of prisoners 
remains untouched upon, this is due to the fact that it seems, according 
to various sources, that international agreements and commitments 
have not been respected. 


First of all every element concurs to make us believe that inerna- 
tional commitments did exist. 


According to Palestinian sources in Damascus it seems that during 
negotiations with Mr. Habib, special envoy of the American government, 
the United States pledged not only to protect civilian populations, but 
also to find a solution to the question of prisoners. To be more precise, 
we received an indication from the same sources that at the moment of 
the liberation by the PLO of the Israeli pilot shot at the beginning of the 
conflict and made prisoner, Mr. Habib committed himself most official- 
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ly to ensure the liberation of prisoners within a period of three months. 
None of the persons interrogated by the mission rejected the existence 
of that explicit commitment. 

However, the form taken by that commitment varies according to 
the different sources of information. 

For Palestinians, such a commitment existed in writing and was 
included in the Chapter “Guarantees” of what is called usually “Habib 
Agreements”. 

On the contrary, according to Mr. Saab Salem, who assumed the 
role of intermediary between Parties, it seems that the question of 
prisoners was mentioned. The United States, through Mr. Habib, 
committed themselves to find a solution. However, this was rather 
implicit and was notstipulated in a formal manner. 

These circumstances lead the mission to consider that the question 
of prisoners remains untouched upon. 

Discernible divergences concerning international commitments 
are found once more when it comes to evaluate the exact number of 
prisoners. 

For Israelis - who mention only one camp, El Ansar - there are 7,200 
prisoners. 

On the contrary, according to Palestinian and Lebanese sources, 
the number would amount to 14,000, although our interlocutors indica- 
ted that liberations had taken place recently. 

A group of Lebanese research workers inquiring on the score of the 
damages caused by the war to the civilian population indicated that 300 
persons had been recently liberated and that more than 10% of them were 
to be considered as handicaped for the rest of their life, from a medical 
point of view. 

The mission could not meet one single prisoner recently liberated 
from the camp of El Ansar. 

On the contrary, all informations collected confirm that 95% of the 
prisoners of El] Ansar are civilians. 

As a matter of fact persons considered by Israeli Army as military 
personnel or military leaders are sent directly to Israel to be examined. 
This was already demonstrated by a previous mission sent to Israel. 

At least two places of detainment are used by the Israeli Army 
within its national borders: the camp of Atleet, built by the British 
during the Mandate, and the “Center of Military Intelligence” in Tel 
Aviv. 

According to Palestinian sources, persons imprisoned in the later 
camp would be subject to systematic maltreatment. 

An obvious fact was noted by the mission: both the number of 
places of detention and the number of prisoners exceed whatis asserted 
by Israeli military authorities. 

Finally, the treatment given to prisoners, as described by official 
Israeli sources, does not correspond to what the mission has learned 
from various sources, both in the West and East. 
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II — POPULATIONS UNDER CONTROL: 
A POTENTIALLY DEPORTED POPULATION. 


A - War and civilian populations. 


A certain number of evidences enabled the mission to have an idea 
of the sufferings of the civilian population since the onset of the war. 


A.1, — Hvidence given by doctors and authorities of the Palestinian 
Red Crescent, 


Our interlocutors of the Red Crescent remarked, in a preliminary 
statement, that over a period of two years 54% of all cases treated by 
their organization in South Lebanon were non-Palestinians. 

Three medium-size hospitals existed, as well as an important 
number of preventive care units, 

During the first days of hostilities, the hospital of Tyr was shelled 
and a surgeon injured, In parallel, shelling was concentrated on water 
reserves, electricity stations and in general on all public services, 

From Monday 6 June on, road-checks established by Israeli milita- 
ry authorities preveted the wounded to reach Tyr, On the same day, a 
mass shelling started at 3.00 p.m, and all the hospitals were hit. 

On the following day, population shelters were bombed. On Wed- 
nesday, bakeries were chosen as targets by the air forces. 

It is from that date that the occupation really starts, with the arrest 
of up to 80% of men, according to our sources. 

All doctors were arrested and one can assume that from that date no 
medical assistance can be given to the population. 

As an evidence of that fact, our attention is drawn to the unbelieva- 
ble sum of 1,000 Lebanese pounds which a family was asked to pay for 
one night of hospitalization in a clinic of the region. 

At Ain Heloué, the remaining parts of the hospital were razed to the 
ground (evidence provided by a Norwegian team). 

In general, our interlocutors stressed the systematic theft of 
medical equipment and the destruction of assistance units, leaving the 
population in a complete state of dispair. 


as — Evidence given by the authorities of Hospital Barbieri in 
Beirut, 


The authorities of that hospital indicated that it was marked with a 
red cross, Clearly visible. 

Nevertheless, during the siege of Beirut, that hospital was bombed 
and shelled: damages amount to 11 or 12 million Lebanese pounds, 

According to our interlocutors, bombing was entirely intentional, 
since the Israeli television announced that a hospital working for the 
Palestinians had been stopped in its activities. 

Witnesses also drew our attention on the intentional nature of the 
bombing by aircrafts of a building in Aramoun where handicaped 
persons were rehabilitated. 

Later, during the invasion of West-Beirut by the Israeli army, that 
hospital was occupied by troops: our interlocutors expressed their 
indignation at the behaviour of soldiers (the place was fouled, as were 
indeed several places of worship). 
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B - Normalization of the Lebanese Army. 


On September 15, starting at 8,00 a.m., Israeli forces move towards 
West-Beirut, coming from the north and south and heading in particu- 
lar towards Palestinian camps. ; 

A jounalist confirmed having noted that the direction towards the 
South had been indicated with arrows by the military police of the 
Lehanese Army. 

Immediately after the massacres of 16 and 17 September, it seems 
that the Lebanese army started police operations. The exact date varies 
from one testimony to another. 


B.1. — Round-ups. 


From that date and without interruption the regular Lebanese army 
proceeds to police operations, including the isolation of entire quarters 
followed by systematic round-ups. 

First of all the mission must underline that it never heard of police 
operations of that type in East-Beirut, Only West-Beirut was concerned 
by the measures, 

On the other hand it seems that arrests have the objective of 
separating Lebanese from Palestinians, in a first phase, then to isolate 
fighters from civilians and finally to seek out for Lebanese who have 
been in contact with Palestinians. 

All these measures are accompagnied by what Lebanese call “‘syste- 
matic clearing of illegal dwellings”, which means that houses built 
outside the area chosen for refugee camps are systematically razed to 
the ground. 

Numerous evidences mention the intervention during such opera- 
tions of an informer wearing a hood or more frequently arrests based on 
lists of individuals established by the 2nd Bureau, which was described 
by anumber of our Lebanese interlocutors as the only institution which 
continued its activities during the civil war. 

It is impossible to give the exact number of persons arrested and 
among whom some may have been liberated later: only estimates can 
be made. 

Thus the news press agency France Presse, in a paper dated 2 
October, mentions 600 arrests. 

L’Orient-Le Jour (6 October) indicates 453 arrests. 

The same newspaper mentions on the following day 200 arrests. 

The interest of such figures is that if one adds them we obtain the 
worst evaluations provided by our information sources: almost 4,000 
persons arrested from 20 or 21 September, and that number does not 
include persons who have eventually been arrested during massacres, 
either by Israeli or militia troops. 

To the knowledge of the mission there are three centers of detain- 
ment: the Ministry of Defence, the Cooperative Center of the Army and - 
but it is not confirmed - the Officers’ Club on the harbour. 

The most alarming evidences relate to the treatment to which 
persons under arrest are subject: they are beaten and deprived of food 
during their detention. 

As a matter of fact we have been informed of several cases of 
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liberated persons who were immediately hospitalized, due to their 
severe condition. 

Finally, precise and concordant declaration lead us to believe that 
very often, when persons are liberated, this takes place in East-Beirut, a 
fact containing obvious risks. 


B.2. — Legal aspect. 


From an official point of view, Lebanese authorities justify such 
police operations by the necessity to check the status of persons 
arrested is legal or not. In the opinion of the Lebanese government only 
Palestinians from 1948 are in regular situation. Those who arrived in 
Lebanon in the following period (1970's) have to be expelled. 

The observations made by the mission lead us to consider that 
official argument with the utmost care. 

In the first place it is necessary to point out that foreigners who 
arrived in Lebanon during the last seven years had no means whatso- 
ever to regularize their situation, since almost all the administrative 
institutions in Lebanon are ceased to function. 

On the other hand, all the evidences collected mention the arrest of 
Palestinians installed in Lebanon since 1848. The only question is to 
know what percentage these Palestinians represent among the mass of 
persons arrested. Some interlocutors mention 90%... 

Finally it cannot be denied that Lebanese citizens are also being 
arrested: let us recall that the leader of the Shiite community deplored 
600 arrests in the quarters of Beirut where that community lives. 

If official arguments failed to convince the mission, we must also 
indicate that legal intervention did not seems to protect in an adequate 
manner the right of the people. 

In fact the daily reading of the Lebanese press reveals that a single 
judge intervenes at the conclusion of round-ups to decide over the case 
of arrested persons whose situation seems to be illegal. 

Thus, in ‘“‘L’Orient-Le Jour’’ from 7 October it is stated that ‘25 
persons have been sentenced for illegal stay in Lebanon. They will be 
expelled from the Lebanese territory”. 

The mission could not obtain any legal precisions as to the 
guarantees givent to persons brought before these juridictions. It 
seems in particular that Courts of Appeal have ceased to function in 
Lebanon for some years and that therefore there is no means of appeal. 

The whole situation: round-ups, arrests, ill-treatment, absence of 
guarantees before tribunals - contributes to the most alarming rumors 
regarding the fate of the population and in particular, of Palestinians. 

Some of these rumors are reflected in the international press. Thus, 
the “Herald Tribune” on 4 October mentions the existence of a govern- 
mental plan aiming at reducing the number of Palestinians to 50,000, 
while it is estimated at present to some 500,000. 

Obviously the mission was not able to study that plan, but it is 
undeniable that rumors circulate on that subject which are of great 
concern. 
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C. - Role of the multi-national force. 


It is evident that Lebanese and Palestinians considered that the 
deployment of the multi-national force was of such a nature as to ensure 
the re-establishment of a normal situation. 

In Palestinian camps where massacres took place, French and 
Italian contingents reassure the population. 

Nevertheless the direct participation of the French contingent in 
police operations gave rise to heated controversies, as to possible 
“mistakes”. 

On the day the mission went to Beirut, the entire western part ofthe 
city was checked both by the Lebanese army and the French contingent. 
French troops were checking all vehicles and, sometimes, individuals, 
while behind them the Lebanese army was verifying identities. 

The operation undertaken on that day lasted approximatively ten 
hours and it seems that it led to the arrest of 453 persons. 

On the following day the controversy about that operation evolved 
further, since the Lebanese press had indicated that the French contin- 
gent had taken part, with the national security forces, in the searching 
of political premises, namely the headquarters of the Arab Socialist 
Union, where 4 people had been arrested. 

The issue was delicate enough to make the Quai d’Orsay (Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs of France) state clearly that the multi-national force 
was not involved in checking operations. 

Let us recall in this respect that the mandate of the multi-national 
force is to restore the sovereignty of the Lebanese State and to ensure 
the security of persons. 

During its visit to the camp of Sabra, the mission noted the 
alarming condition of the Palestinian population. 

Houses destroyed in the camps had not been rebuilt, piping was 
broken and fear could be felt everywhere. ...and the camp of Sabra was 
built with resistant materials and not entirely razed to the ground! 

For the eight large Palestinian refugee camps situated in the south 
of Lebanon were entirely razed, or at 80% minimum, and if one recalls 
that all social structures had been destroyed from the onset of the war 
(some mention even the term “socio-cide’’), one may have an ideaofthe 
conditions of living of refugees once winter will begin. 

All the above-mentioned elements lead the mission to call upon 
international public opinion to take its responsibilities. 

Populations will only be freed from fear and from the dramatic 
conditions in which they have to live if a special status of protection, 
guaranteed at the international level, is elaborated and implemented, 
beyond considerations of national sovereignty. 
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II REPORT ON THE PRESENT SITUATION OF THE PALESTINIAN 
AND LEBANESE PRISONERS, DEPORTEES AND 
MISSING PERSONS 


It is impossible to isolate the arrests, the deportations, the way the 
prisoners are being treated and the present situation of the civilian 
populations from the massacres and destruction which marked the 
military operations and the siege and occupation of Beirut. They are the 
various elements of acoherent whole which is the logical outcome ofan 
enterprise launched by the Israeli government, primarily against the 
Palestinian people and incidentally against that people’s Lebanese 
allies. In this brief report we will deal only, and in outline, with the fate 
of the prisoners taken by the Israelis (I), the arrests made by the 
Lebanese in Beirut and its suburbs (II), and the position of the 
Palestinian populations in the capital and in the occupied south (III). 
But one should not lose sight of the other aspects of a tragedy which has 
caused anumber of deaths far greater than the official estimate of 20,000 
- an estimate which allows neither for the persons missing from Sabra 
and Shatila nor for the victims of other massacres whose bodies have 
from time to time been discovered in mass graves in South Lebanon. 


I. THE FATE OF THE PRISONERS IN ISRAELI HANDS 

To date the exact number of persons held by the Israelis remains 
unknown. 

The Israeli authorities themselves admit that at least 9,000 people 
were initially imprisoned in the Al Ansar camp in South Lebanon 
alone, and there are thought to be between 6,000 and 7,000 still there 
today. In scale these figures do not conflict with those which the 
International Committee of the Red Cross has been prepared to 
circulate. But itis known thata great many prisoners are held in Israeli 
territory under conditions of secrecy which prohibit any assessment of 
their number. Furthermore, the large-scale arrests of members of the 
Palestinian and Lebanese populations have not ceased since the 
earliest days of the invasion. 

Hence the official figures cover only a part of the reality. What 
remains hidden is certainly very considerable and may be expected to 
represent as much again as what has been revealed. It may therefore be 
estimated that the total number of prisoners in Israeli hands is between 
eleven thousand and fifteen thousand. 

We will remind the reader here of the fact that theoretically these 
detainees are protected by the Geneva Conventions of 1949, either as 
prisoners of war (3rd Convention) or as civilians interned “if the 
security of the Detaining Power makes it absolutely necessary” (4th 
Convention). Yet the Israeli government refuses to recognize that itis 
legally bound by these Conventions and claims that it merely abides by 
their humanitarian content - as in fact it fails to do. In reality the 
arresting and holding of thousands of people by the army is a practice 
covered by Israeli legislation designed for “periods ofemergency”. The 
conditions under which these people are arrested and detained are 
absolutely contrary to international regulations. It should be added 
that they are also very often incompatible with the “humanitarian 
content” of these regulations, even in the very restricted sense in which 
they are interpreted by the Israeli military authorities. 
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A — Conditions of capture 

The conditions under which most of the prisoners were captured 
are a matter of common knowledge today and it will suffice here to 
recall a few essential points. 

1. The arresting began - on amass scale - during the opening days of 
the invasion. It has never ceased since, and is still going on and on. It 
would even appear that the scale has increased during the last period, 
since the soldiers are now using acts of resistance to the occupation 
forces as their pretext. 

2. The persons arrested are mainly males from the age of 12 or 13 
upwards, most of them Palestinian but many of them Lebanese; there 
are also a certain number of women. 

Very few prisoners have been taken actually bearing arms. Almost 
all have been captured while in the company of other members of the 
civilian population, generally in the course of raids during which the 
entire male population of their village or district has been picked up. 
But the Israeli forces also carry out arrests inside the Palestinian 
camps on the basis of specific information, and they do this indifferent- 
ly by night or by day. 

3. The arrests are contrary to the international conventions in the 
following two respects at least: 

a) Firstly, even where they do not involve particular brutality, the 
systematic character of the raids means that they are in the nature 
rather of measures designed to reduce the population to submission 
than of emergency security measures permitted under the 4th Conven- 
tion. In effect, the arbitrary conditions under which the raids take place, 
and their deliberately spectacular character and the vexations they are 
made to involve, are clearly designed to impress and even terrorize the 
population; in some circumstances they can even resemble collective 
reprisals (instructions by loudspeaker; prisoners herded together and 
kept waiting for hours and hours; exposure to the weather; use of 
hooded informers; withholding of food, water, medical care, etc.). 

b) Secondly, we know that in June 1982 the medical staff of the 
Palestinian Red Crescent were arrested and held, irrespectively of the 
special protection afforded such personnel under the 1st, 3rd and 4th 
Conventions. 


B — Where the prisoners are taken after capture 

1. The thousands of people arrested in Lebanon are nearly all 
transferred initially to Israel. Some of them, but only some - it is 
impossible to say what proportion - are then brought back to Lebanon 
and interned in the Al Ansar concentration camp, after a period which 
can very enormously in length (from a few days to several weeks). 

2. The whole principle of these transfers is a violation of the 
regulations contained in the international Conventions. The persons 
arrested are, in fact, civilians protected under the 4th Convention, 
Article 49 § 1 of which totally prohibits “individual or mass forcible 
transfers, as well as deportations of protected persons from occupied 
territory to the territory of the Occupying Power or to that of many 
other country, occupied or not... regardless of their motive”’. 

3. The manner in which these transfers are effected is very often a 
breach not merely of the provisions of the Conventions but even of the 
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most elementary humanitarian principles. There is indeed a large 
amount of convincing first-hand evidence to the effect that during the 
journey the detainees are bound and blindfolded, that they are frequent- 
ly robbed, manhandled and exposed as objects of curiosity to the Israeli 
population, to be jeered at and beaten up; some have even met their 
death in the course of the journey. 


C — The way the prisoners are treated 

The manner in which the prisoners are actually treated in places of 
internment on Israeli territory is an infringement of the provisions of 
the Conventions and indeed is too often incompatible with the demands 
of mere decency. 

1. The places of detention in Israel are kept secret. Some of them, 
however, have been identified with a reasonable degree of certainty, 
among them only the military prisons at Megiddo and Athlith, but also 
camps, civilian prisons such as Sarafani and Neve Tirza (for women), 
the Shmuel Harofe Hospital at Beir Ya’akov and certain prisons in the 
West Bank occupied territories (Hebron, for example). 

In violation of the provisions of the Conventions, no information is 
given on the persons detained. The families are left without news. The 
I.C.R.C. is not allowed access to the camps and prisons, noris any other 
humanitarian body, whether Israeli or foreign. 

2. From the information provided by released prisoners - notably 
foreign doctors - we know that medical care, both at Al Ansar and in 
Israel, is inadequate. What is graver still is that several times Israeli 
army personnel has refused to have injured or sick persons attended to. 
In one case at least the person reported to have refused such attention 
was an Israeli army doctor. 

3. Conditions of hygiene, especially at Al Ansar, are not in 
accordance with the requirements of the Conventions. The prisoners 
are crowded together, insufficiently protected in the event of bad 
weather and deprived of exercise; the stench from the latrines is so 
strong as to nauseate even the soldiers on guard; food is in very short 
supply and is sometimes withheld for several days at a time. 

4, The prisoners are subjected to vexations and physical brutali- 
ties which are apparently systematic. Responsibility for the keeping of 
order is assigned to certain among them, who are appointed instead of 
being elected; they are then obliged to strike any of their fellow- 
prisoners who have incurred the anger of the prison guards. 

Should the prisoners protest against their conditions of detention 
the reaction of their guards is extremely violent, and at Al Ansar 
“incidents” of the sort have on several occasions caused a number of 
deaths. 


5. Prisoners are systematically subjected to interrogation, mainly 
in Israel but sometimes at Al Ansar as well. The questions put to them 
concern their activities, especially of a political nature, and those of 
their acquaintance, and the organizations to which they are supposed 
to belong. The very principle of such questions is contrary to the 3rd 
and 4th Conventions. 

But the questions also cover such things as the prisoners’ religious 
beliefs, their private lives, etc., to a point where they frequently appear 
absurd. Worst of all, the interrogation procedure always involves 
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brutal manhandling and often actual torture, sometimes with fatal 
consequences, as at Megiddo, where there have been at least 14 deaths, 
and where the Israeli military authorities are reported to have ordered 
an inquiry. 

6. Under the 4th Convention the procedure relating to internment 
must “include the right of appeal” (Art. 78). 

Theoretically such a right of appeal is instituted by the Israeli 
regulations which the military authorities claim are in force at present. 
But - at least until very recently - the appeal boards have not been 
functioning. They were mentioned, however, in a statement broadcast 
by the Israeli radio on 14 January which claimed that they had 
examined 1,100 cases and ordered 30 releases. These figures are paltry 
considering the total number of prisoners held, most of whom have 
been interned for several months; but in any case no serious check 
appears to be kept on whether the boards are or are not functioning. 
Those very few prisoners who have been able to secure the services of a 
lawyer have so far been unable to receive the latter’s visit. 

Lastly, the prisoners are in permanent danger of being prosecuted 
for breaches of Israeli security. Such proceedings are, however, 
prohibited by the Conventions, except in the event of ‘“‘breaches of the 
laws and customs of war’ (Art. 70 of the 4th Convention) or of the 
provisions issued by the occupying power in the occupied territories 
and published since the beginning of the occupation (Article 64). No 
such provisions have ever been issued in Lebanon. 


D — The problems of releases 

Under the 4th Convention the occupying power is obliged to release 
any civilian internee “as soon as the conditions which necessitated his 
internment no longer exist” (Art. 132). Very visibly, this clause is not 
being observed. 

The prisoners who have been released are relatively few even in 
relation to the Israeli figures, which are the only ones available (3,000 to 
9,000 prisoners in all). Most of them are Lebanese nationals; there are a 
few foreigners of widely differing nationalities and only very few 
Palestinians. The latter are normally released without the regular 
papers required under Lebanese police regulations, so that their 
situation is insecure if not actually dangerous. 


II. THE ARRESTS MADE BY THE ARMY AND THE “LEBANESE 
FORCES” (FALANGISTS). 


Ever since September 17 the Lebanese have been daily arresting 
people, on the pretext of restoring order. These operations primarily 
affect Beirut and its suburbs. 

Since, nominally at least, this area now comes only under the 
authority of the Lebanese government, the Geneva Conventions are 
applicable only insofar as certain of their provisions relate to cases of 
“armed conflict not of an international character” (Art. 3 of all four 
Conventions). Hence the situation thus created must be judged essen- 
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tially in the light of Lebanese law, general principles of law and the 
dictates of the “universal moral conscience’”’. 

It is at present impossible to tell how many people have been 
arrested in this way. The number certainly exceeds the figures of 1,441 
given by the army public prosecutor in the middle of October; lists 
drawn up on the spot on the basis of information provided by the 
families contain over 2,000 names, and it is certain that in actual fact 
several thousand people have been arrested since September. Accord- 
ing to the Lebanese authorities about a thousand of these detainees 
have been released. 


A — How the arrests take place 

1. The main scene of these arrests is the western portion of Beirut, 
the places primarily affected being the Palestinian camps of Borj El 
Brajneh, Sabra and Shatila. But the other districts of the town and its 
suburbs of the are not immune; the premises of certain political parties 
belonging to the Lebanese National Movement and of a number of 
newspapers, and also a certain number of private homes have been 
raided by soldiers who have made arrests and also carried out searches 
and confiscated property, besides committing a number of thefts. For 
example, on 1 December the Cultural Centre of the Independent 
Nasserists (the Morabitouns) was broken up and its library looted; the 
army claimed it was “recovering” stolen books. 

2. In most cases the arresting is done either in the course of identity 
checks on public thoroughfares or in the prospective prisoners own 
homes, or else during raids on public premises. At the beginning of 
October the army several times cordoned off whole districts in West 
Beirut as a prelude to making wholesale arrests. But there are also 
reports of actual kidnappings, particularly by night and in the Palesti- 
nian camps. 

3. AS a general rule it is the Internal Security Forces and the 
Gendarmerie who do the arresting with the aid of the army, though at 
the beginning of October they had the assistance which was the subject 
of some controversy - of the French contingent of the multinational 
force. It is certain that frequently the army makes the arrests itself, and 
it is clear from numerous eye-witness accounts that unidentified 
elements or militiamen from the “‘Lebanese Forces” take part. 

The Internal Security Forces, Gendarmerie and army are generally 
provided with lists of names, but one hears only very occasionally of 
regular warrants. 

4. The people captured are primarily foreigners,or in other words 
essentially Palestinians. According to some Official statements - those 
of the Ministry of Justice in particular - they are foreigners whose 
papers are not in order. But itis an established fact that alarge number 
of people whose situation is perfectly regular have been arrested, 
UNRWA Officials among them. Many of the latter have been arrested 
while actually at work, and this has led to protests from the organiza- 
tion at top level. 

Furthermore, the Lebanese nationals are arrested as well. The 
official statements give the impression that such persons, in common 
with the foreigners whose papers were in order, might have been 
wanted for breaches of Lebanese law. However, there is no evidence to 
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prove that this is so; on the contrary, the evidence collected never 
contains any mention of the prosecution of persons arrested in these 
“special’”’ circumstances, who are visibly all either Palestinians or 
persons suspected of belonging to the National Movement who are 
arrested precisely for that reason. 

No official information is given on the activity of the militiamen of 
the Lebanese Forces. 


B — What happens to the persons captured 

1. There are a large number of people at present held by the Lebanese 
army under conditions of more than doubtful legality and subjected to 
treatment which is incompatible with mere human decency, not to 
speak of the provisions of Lebanese law. There are two known places of 
detention, Badaro and Yarzé. But others are known to exist, particular- 
ly in army barracks. 

In theory the prisoners’ families and defence lawyers and the 
welfare organizations are refused access to these prisons. This rule is 
strictly observed at Yarzé, though at Badaro a few hours’ visit was 
arranged for members of the diplomatic corps. 

From the information provided by the few detainees who have been 
released it is known that conditions of imprisonment are inadmissibly 
bad: the detainees are manhandled and humiliated and deprived of 
water, food and medical care; sanitation is inexistent and there is 
torture and sometimes assassination. Officially they should be brought 
up for trial; but it would appear that the courtis rarely notified, anditis 
suspected that its decisions - if any - are hasty. Nothing is known ofthe 
procedure adopted or of any means of appeal. Moreover, such releases 
as have taken place appear to be far more the result of personal whims 
on the part of members of the army or police than of any regular 
procedure, and those released run the risk of being newly imprisoned in 
just as arbitrary a manner as before. 

2. According to the authorities, foreigners whose papers are not in 
order should be expelled. From some of the evidence obtained it is 
known, in effect, that large numbers of people have been driven off in 
army trucks, but their exact destination is uncertain. 

3. Worst of all, a very large number of people, both Palestinian and 
Lebanese, have simply disappeared. The fate of those who have been 
kidnapped by the Lebanese Forces must be the subject of particularly 
grave anxiety. 


C — The reactions to the arrests 


On the spot in Beirut the families of the prisoners and missing 
persons have decided to take action. They have organized themselves 
and begun to draw up lists of names; the authorities have been several 
times approached and there have been women’s demonstrations. These 
families have the support of a certain number of politicians, members 
of parliament, lawyers and charitable religious organizations who are 
helping them to stir public opinion and to defend the rights of the 
arrested or missing persons. 

Mention must also be made of the protests made at top level by 
UNRWA and the moves by the Italian and French embassies, both of 
which have approached the authorities. 


249 


III THE SITUATION OF THE PALESTINIAN CIVILIAN POPULA- 
TIONS. 


Both in Beirut and under the Israeli occupation in South Lebanon 
the situation of these populations gives cause for the gravest concern. 


A. Occupied South Lebanon 

The Palestinian population of South Lebanon primarily consits at 
the present time of old people, women and children; young people and 
grown men are extremely rare. Some of them, who fought in the forces 
of the PLO, were obliged to leave. Others have been killed or taken 
prisoner or have simply disappeared. Their families have been left 
without means of livelihood or protection. 

According to UNRWA reports, 75,000 members ofthis population at 
least are at present homeless. 

The conditions of survival on the spot are infinitely difficult. And 
yet, even if they were able to, most of the people would not wish to leave 
the region so long as their close relatives are prisoners, or so long as 
there has been no news of them. 

Attention must be drawn here to the fact that under international 
law the responsibility for the fate of this population - particularly as 
regards housing, health facilities and security - rests entirely with the 
occupying power, which is Israel. 

1. Housing conditions in the camps. 

As we know, the Palestinian camps were almost entirely destroyed 
during the military operations or the first weeks of the occupation. 
Since then, those of their inhabitants who did not escape northwards 
have been living in the ruins, unprotected against winter conditions. 
Their problems are of two sorts: 

a) Absence of shelter. 

During a first phase the occupation authorities forbade any repair 
or reconstruction work and even prohibited the putting-up of the tents 
provided by UNRWA - which in any case the Palestinians refused to 
accept. Their idea was to oblige the population to disperse, and it looks 
as though the policy, harsh and illegal as it was, had had the tacit 
approval of the Lebanese authorities. 

Then, at the beginning of October, the Israeli attitude underwent a 
radical change. Not only was reconstruction no longer prohibited; 
prefabricated houses were actually offered for sale, the delivery of 
sacks of cement and precast concrete blocks was permitted, and 
building materials were even distributed. The Lebanese authorities do not 
seem to have endorsed the change of policy. 

In any case the vast majority of the population is continuing to 
bivouac in the ruins, regardless of weather. The Palestinians are not 
accepting the UNRWA tents, which are far too inadequate a form of 
shelter, and few have been put up. Practically no one has been able - or 
willing - to buy the houses put on sale by the Israelis. The repair and 
reconstruction work, which was authorized too short a time ago, is 
progressing only slowly. 

b) Insecurity of land tenure. 

A new problem is emerging too: the owners of the land on which the 

camps have been built are beginning to demand the return of their 
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property. For the most part these lands were requisitioned by the 
Lebanese government in 1948 and placed at the disposal of UNRWA. To 
satisfy the demands of the landlords today would mean abolition of the 
camps and dispersal of their occupants. 

2. Health conditions in the camps. 

Over and above the consequences of the destruction of the water and 
electricity supplies and of the sewerage system and the aggravation of 
food difficulties owing to the destitute condition of the families, there is 
the specially grave problem of the effects of the total destruction by the 
Israelis of the Palestinian Red Crescent’s network of health services. 
The Red Crescent had had a decisive share in the protection of the 
health of the Palestinians, and indeed also of the health of the Lebanese, 
with whom nearly half of its activities were concerned. 

The gap left by the total destruction of these services - which is an 
infringement of the Geneva Conventions (and more specifically of 
Article 56 of the 4th Convention) has not been filled by the Israeli army 
medical services. Nor can the Lebanese health services be relied on to 
do so instead; the government medical services are inadequate, while 
the private institutions are beyond the reach both of the Palestinians 
and of Lebanese of modest means. 

3. Security. 

The security of the Palestinian populations is daily endangered 
both by the arrests which the Israeli army is continuing to make and by 
harassment at the hands of the militiamen, from whom that same army 
protects them very imperfectly, and indeed not at all when the UNIFIL 
soldiers are not present. 

It is this second danger which is today the greater of the two. The 
militiamen, especially those of ex-Major Haddad, are the authors of 
kidnappings, murders and looting and proclaim their intention of 
having the Palestinians in the camps in the south suffer the same fate as 
their brethren at Sabra and Shatila. The lower part of the Myé Ou Myé 
camp was looted, burned and rased to the ground by these militiamen in 
the course of the summer. The Palestinians living outside the camps 
are not immune either: their houses and goods are confiscated and their 
personal safety is threatened. 

The occupying power incurs a grave liability in the matter, since, 
under the 1907 Hague Convention, whose provisions are a part of 
customary international law, it is responsible for “order and public 
life’. 

B. In Beirut 

The attitude of the Lebanese authorities to the Palestinians living 
in Lebanon in general and in Beirut in particular has not been officially 
determined. Measures to deal with the question are supposed to be in 
the process of examination. But it is obvious that the behaviour of these 
authorities - not to speak of the Lebanese Forces - is generally hostile. 
Thus cases of refusal to grant residence permits or of refusal to admit 
Palestinians arriving from abroad into the country are becoming 
numerous. We should also remember the arbitrary arrests and kidnap- 


pings referred to earlier. 
In the camps in Beirut housing is inexistent. Almost nothing has been 
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done to provide shelter for their inhabitants, who are living in the ruins 
and the mud. 

The prospects of survival of the hospitals of t .« Palestinian Red 
Crescent after their wreckage and looting at the hands of the Israelis 
are gravely compromised. Indeed the Lebanese government is calling 
in question the very existence of the organization. What remained ofits 
medical supplies after the looting was confiscated by the Lebanese 
army on the grounds that they had not been built up in the manner 
prescribed by Ministry of Health regulations. The protection formerly 
afforded by the I.C.R.C. cannot be effectively maintained since Beirutis 
no longer under foreign occupation. 

The safety of the Palestinian population remains extremely uncer- 
tain notwithstanding the presence of the multinational force, which 
cannot validly oppose the arbitrary measures taken by soldiers or 
police claiming to be acting on behalf of the Lebanese government. 


CONCLUSION 


By way of conclusion we will recall that the situation briefly 
summarized here is the outcome of the execution of the Israeli 
government’s plans for its campaign in Lebanon - a campaign which 
has not gone entirely according to schedule. 

The first objective was to eliminate all organized Palestinian life in 
Lebanon, clearly for the purpose of enabling the Israeli government to 
achieve its ends in the occupied territories on the West Bank and in the 
Gaza Strip. It was therefore attempted to destroy the PLO. The targets 
were not merely its military formations and its political leadership: 
they also included its institutions as a whole, its health services among 
them, and this it is which explains the mass arrests and the total 
destruction of the Red Crescent hospitals. For the same reason it was 
attempted to disperse the Palestinian population, whence the destruc- 
tion of the camps, the obstacles temporarily placed in the way of re- 
housing, and the use of terror and actual massacre to oblige the 
inhabitants to take to flight. 

The next objective was to control, if not to partition Lebanon, and 
more especially to gain control of the south. The Israeli government 
therefore set out to worm its way into the game being played by the local 
mutually hostile forces: it attempted to use the militias to achieve at 
once the break-up of the Lebanese nation and - with the Lebanese doing 
the job on its behalf - the destruction of the PLO and the dispersion of its 
people. 

The plan, however, has met with a certain number of obstacles. 
Foremost among these has been the resistance put up by the Pales- 
tinians and Lebanese; but the role of international opinion - especially 
in the United States - and of the growing opposition in Israel itself, and 
even inside the Israeli army, has also been very substantial. It is 
doubtless this which explains, at least in part, some changes which 
have occured in attitudes towards the populations of South Lebanon 
and may perhaps lead to the releasing of some of the prisoners. 
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The situation nevertheless remains extremely difficult and could 
deteriorate still further; such progress as has been achieved is in 
reality insignificant and is fully counterbalanced by the worsening of 
the situation in Beirut. 


Paris, 20 January 1983. 


III NEWSLETTER N° 5 


The present newsletter (following four former ones published in 
French) covers the period from January 22th to February 24th 1983. 
It deals with: 

I - Prisoners detained by the Israeli army 

a) conditions of capture 

b) itinerary of the prisoners 

c) conditions of detention 

d) release 
II - Prisoners detained by the Lebanese army and the Lebanese Forces 

(phalangists) 

a) conditions of arrest 

b) fate of the prisoners 

c) reactions in Lebanon — 

III - The fate of the Palestinian population under Israeli occupation. 
Our sources of information are: the Lebanese, Israeli and Western 
press, aS well as testimonies that reached the Centre directly. Provided 
in view of the very grave situation of the Palestinian civilians in South 
Lebanon, a recent testimony from Lebanon on the situation of these 
same civilians, especially in Sidon, is added to this newsletter. 


Appendixes: 


- listof names of women arrested in Lebanon at present detained inthe 
women’s prison in Ramleh, “Neve Tirza”’; list of missing women. 
- a complement to the list of documents of the Centre’s disposal. 


I - PRISONERS DETAINED BY THE ISRAELI ARMY 


A - Conditions of capture 

In January 1983 the Centre was informed of the arrest of Dr. Sobhi 
Abu Jammous, the highly respected official in charge of the Maarouf 
Saad Foundation’s dispensary next to Ain El Helweh camp. On 
November 21th 1982 he was taken to the Israeli headquarters to be 
interrogated; he is missing since. Some weeks later, released prisoners 
reported him to be in Al Ansar Camp. In spite of numerous 
interventions of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
and other international organisations, it seems as if he is still detained 
in Al Ansar. 
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On January 22th the Israeli authorities proceeded to arrests in 
different parts of Sidon (El Safir 23/1/83). 

On January 24th the Israeli army systematically searched the 
fields and orchards around Tyre. 

On the same day the Israeli forces proceeded to arrests in the 
southern suburbs of Beirut and in Khaldeh; in Damour they arrested 
and disarmed Lebanese soldiers and policemen. 

Confrontations between US marines and Israeli troops in the 
southern and eastern suburb of Beirut and near Borj El Barajneh. 
(L’Orient/le Jour and Safir 25/1/83) 

On January 26th, as a reaction to an attack against the Military 
Governor’s headquarters, Israeli soldiers submitted Sidon to a 
systematic raid including perquisitions and arrests. 

They also conducted a raid in the region between the St Georges 
hospital in Hadeth and the Chueifat crossing near Beirut. 

They arrested at least 15 inhabitants of the villages of Bireh and 
Rafid. 

(E1 Safir and l’Orient/Le Jour 27/1/83). 

On January 30th the Israeli army made two other violent raids in the 
southern suburbs of Beirut (Hadeth - Hay Sellom). They used guns of 
different calibres and rockets. 

On February ist the Israeli army carried out important raids in the 
region between Amroussieh and Kfarchima, in the sector east of 
Laylaki in the direction of Saki-Hadeth an the old Sidon road, in the 
suburbs of Beirut. 

This new incursion took place after the Israeli army had tried three 
times on Monday Jan. 30th to penetrate to the southern suburbs of 
Beirut. The result had been a beginning of panic among the population 
of the region concerned. (El Safir, l’Orient/le Jour 2/2/83). 

On February 5th, as a reaction to an attack against two Israeli 
soldiers, the Israeli army carried out an overall raid on Sidon, using 
firearms and grenades (L’Orient/Le Jour 6/2/83). 

Recent testimonies from Lebanon that reached the Centre inform us 
of the Israeli army re-arresting prisoners released from Ansar camp in 
order to force them to collaborate with them or else to send them back to 
prison. 

Other sources from Israeli certify that the Israeli army arrests 
about 50 people a day in South Lebanon. These people are said to be held 
in the Israeli military barracks or headquearters in Lebanon. They may 
be released and then re-captured. 

On February 22th information concerning the arrest of women in 
Lebanon reach the Centre. From the beginning of the Israeli invasion 
the Israeli armed forces have been arresting a certain number of 
Palestinian and Lebanese women. Some of them, who were later on 
released, have given evidence of having been held in Ramleh prisonon 
the West Bank. (See list of arrested women as appendix). Other women 
are still being held in Ramleh prison. Recently, three of them were 
released thanks to the intervention of Israeli lawyers.Some women are 
detained because the Israeli forces are looking for their husbands; 
others are held because of their own activities. This was the Case of 
Myriam Abu Gel II, accused of distributing money from the Bekaa and 
thus from the PLO. In fact, her job as the director of a sewing workshop 
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consisted, among others, in paying the women their salaries. She was 
taken from South Lebanon to Israel, held at the Ramleh prison called 
’*Neve Tirza’”’ and released in February 1983 in a very bad physical and 
mental state. Other women were not taken to Israel, but interrogated in 
the Israeli Headquarters in Lebanon. This is the case of Iftikar Nabulsi, 
arrested three times and held in Sidon ’’Seraglio” (the Israeli military 
governor’s headquarters). The first time, on December 13th, she was 
held for 36 hours without drinking nor eating in asmall dark room. The 
other times, she was interrogated for 5 hours without interruption. 

In the Shiit villages supposed to support the oppositional forces 
against the occupation some women were arrested, briefly held on the 
spot and interrogated. One women complained of being interrogated 
every day by the Israelis; another one, Fatima Shehab, from another 
village, was burned with cigarettes on her cheeks and on her arms in 
order to make her say where her boy friend was. 


B - Itinerary of the Prisoners 


On February 4th the evasion of several Lebanese (former 
inhabitants of the Bekaa) from an improved Israeli prison in the village 
of Baaloul confirms the information that the Israeli forces detain 
Palestinian and Lebanese prisoners in improvised prisons, barracks or 
military headquarters. (L’Orient/le Jour 5/2/83). 

Testimonies of former prisoners having been detained in such 
places have reached us to confirm the same information from Israeli 
sources. 

On the other hand, the Israeli army is supposed to take a certain 
number of male and female prisoners directly to Israel. 

As far as women are concerned, the “Neve Tirza”’ prisonin Ramleh 
seems to be the final station; a certain number of women arrested in 
Lebanon are held there. This information was confirmed by the Israeli 
lawyer Lea Tzemel at a press conference in Paris on February 19th, as 
well as by the ICRC. (See under ’’Conditions of detention’’). 

One of the women detainees, Abla E] Hassan, has been recently 
arrested for the third time; the only reason is that the Israeli authorities 
are after her husband. After her second period of detention she was able 
to give evidence: before coming to Ramleh prison, she had been 
detained in Meggido and in Djalameh (near Haifa) which is a well 
known interrogation centre. (Testimony collected in Sidon/Lebanonon 
October 10th 1982) 

Reliable Israeli sources certify that at least 16 persons arrested in 
Lebanon are held in Israeli prisons. This figure can in no way Serve as 
an indication of the number of persons in fact detained in Israel; it only 
represents the number of detainees that have been identified 6 persons 
represents the number of detainees that have been identified and 
localised. 6 persons arrested in Lebanon are reported to have been taken 
to Israel to Hebron prison in order to force them to recognize the 
“village leagues”. One of them is said to have been taken to Djalameh 
interrogation centre as a result of the communist deputy T. Tubi’s 
intervention before the Knesseth. M. Tubi had spoken of 14 persons 
having died under the torture in Meggido. (These 14 persons were 
Palestinians arrested in Lebanon.) (See ’’Note d’information No. 4) 
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It is very difficult to get any information about other places of 
detention inside Israel (e.g. military camps). 


C - Cohditions of detention 


Al Ansar camp. 

On February 3th the French newspaper ’’Le Monde” published the 
testimony of two doctors, members of the organisation Médecins du 
Monde” on Al Ansar camp, which they had been allowed to visit. 

Our centre wrote an answer (in French) enumerating a certain 
number of points on which this testimony confirms previous 
information, stating a number of other facts and rectifying certain 
points. This text is available, together with the statement published in 
’*Le Monde” (both in French). 

On February 7th the Israeli newspaper ”’Haaretz” published large 
extracts from the testimony in ’’Le Monde” (3/2/83), whereas the whole 
of the Israeli press is submitted to strict censorship concerning any 
information about the prisoners taken in Lebanon. On February 6th the 
prisoner of Ansar, Palestinian and Lebanese, started a hunger strike in 
order to protest against the conditions of detention in Ansar, 
particularly the cold, and to demand the application of the Geneva 
Conventions. (A.P. and Wafa news agencies, published by L’Humanité 
and l’Orient/le Jour 8/2/83). 

On February 9th the Wafa news agency Beirut, announced violent 
reactions of the Israelis to this hunger strike. bhe Israeli guards are 
reported to have beaten prisoners with their rifle butts. The inhabitants 
of nearly villages said they had heard shots. Some persons also saw 
ambulances and helicopters, they supposed them to be taking wounded 
people to Israel. (The same news item recalls that inhabitants of nearly 
villages had discovered about fifteen corpses buried together near 
Ansar, supposed to be in relation with the camp). 

El Nida (the Lebanese Communist Party’s,newspaper) published 
the testimonies of villagers living near Ansar. They declare that, while 
evacuating the wounded persons, the Israelis were also taking 
prisoners to Israel. (10/2/83). 

1 Safir speak about a rebellion inside the camp and describes the 
guards’ violent reactions. (10/2/83). 

On February 15th officers in charge of the guard of Ansar camp 
declared on the Israeli radio: ’’...Most of the Palestinians detained here 
(i.e. in Ansar) were not PLO fighters, but persons suspected of 
collaborating with the Palestinian organisations. 

In Ansar we are transforming them into determined PLO militants, 
in particular because of the indoctrination the high rank PLO members 
are submitting them to (...) Israel is, by its own means, creating a new 
Palestinian army”. 

These declarations were reproduced in the Israel and Lebanese 
press. 

On February 23th a continual series of shots were heard before noon 
near Ansar camp. The Israelis were reported to have multiplied patrols 
around the camp (Liberation 24/2/83). 
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Detention in Israel 

On February 6th the AFP, quoting the ICRC’s most recent 
newsletter, indicated that the ICRC delegates had been allowed to see 
’*persons arrested in South Lebanon and detained in Israel (..) In 
January, the delegates saw 8 Palestinian women; as well as three 
hospitalized prisoners.” 

In the same news item AFP recalls that the International 
Information Centre on Palestinian an Lebanese Prisoners, Deported 
and Missing Persons had reported that women arrested in Lebanon are 
being detained in Ramleh’s women’s prison Neve Tirza and that 
wounded prisoners are held in the Shmuel Harofeh hospital in Beir 
Yaacov. In the other places of detention inside Israel conditions are 
supposed to be worse for the simple reason that nobody, not even the 
ICRC, has access to them. 

Reliable Israeli sources indicate that at least one third of the 
persons held by Israel are nicknamed ”’B.A.” - bachelor of Ansar’. 


D - Conditions of release 


On January 31th - as a reported by his spokesman - the Austrian 
Chancellor Bruno Kreisky contacted the Kuwaitian authorities on 
behalf of an exchange of prisoners between Israel and the PLO. On 
February 4th PLO official Abu Jihad requested the release of more that 
6,000 Palestinian and Lebanese prisoners held by Israel in exchange of 
8 Israeli prisoners. The request, as well as a list of the 
prisoners’names, were handed to the ICRC and a copy of both 
documents went to the Austrian Chancellor. (L’Orient/le Jour 5/2/83). 


II- -PRISONERS DETAINED BY THE LEBANESE ARMY AND BY 
THE LEBANESE FORCES. 


A - Conditions of arrest 


On January 23th the Centre was informed of the detention at Al 
Baabda prison, Beirut, of Walida Freij. Together with her second but 
youngest son, she had been wounded by a bomb in Sidon. They were 
arrested by the Israeli army and deported to Israel, where one of 
Walida’s legs was amputated. 

At the end of August Walida was handed to the Lebanese army and 
transfered to Baabda prison, where she has been ever since held without 
any news from her children. 

Walida’s friends let us know that her children had been arrested and 
detained for about a month by the Lebanese army. Then they were left to 
themselves and left for the Bekaa. The child that had been taken to 
Israel with his mother was released and found his way to his brothers 
and sisters in the Bekaa. He reports having noticed profond burn marks 
on his mother’s face and head. The child himself had burn marks all over 
his body. 

In December 1982 a German lawyer addressed a letter to the 
Lebanese Minister of Internal Affairs asking the reason for Walida’s 
detention. Up to January 23th there was no answer. 
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On January 26th another testimony reached us: a Palestinian 
woman was going with her three small children from Baalbeck to 
Beirut. At a Kataeb checkpoint she was arrested for being Palestinian 
and taken with her three children to an isolated hut and held there for 
three days without water and food. The Phalangists also took the 9,000 
pounds she had with her. The third day they brought 2 blindfolded men 
into the hut and killed them in front of the woman and her children. 
Finally, they took the woman to a kind of phalangist ’’judge’’ who gave 
her food and drink and handed her back 5,000 pounds. 

We got informations from Lebanon, that on February 22th a certain 
number of women were arrested, part of them by the Phalangists, the 
other ones by the Lebanese army. The Committee of Prisoners’ 
Families has listed more than 200 names of missing women. In spite of 
Pierre Gemayel’s denials, the existence of Phalangist prisons is 
confirmed by the testimonies of a number of released women. The 
women’s section is said to be in the Adonis Barracks near Jounieh. 

With so many men dead, in prison or missing, the Palestinian 
women are going to the Bekaa or to Damascus to seek money to feed 
their children. In any case, they have to go through Kataeb checkpoints. 
Two in particular - Arbaniyeh near Beit Merry and Barbara near 
Jounieh - have become notorious for illegal arrests of women. 

Besides the fact that these arrests constitute a source of 
considerable profit, the women carrying funds not only for themselves, 
but also for neighbours, and that sexual violence may be another 
motive, the final objective of these arrests is to prevent Palestinian 
families from obtaining funds, which would allow them to survive in 
Lebanon. The Palestinian community is being economically strangled. 

In the region of Beirut certain women have been harassed in the 
context of the campaign of arrests directed against the Palestinians and 
the members of the National Lebanese Movement (MNL). 

There has been acertain number of temporary and local arrests; e.g. 
Nawal Nooni from Chatila was detained for three days and then 
released. Others were detained for a few hours in order to frighten them 
- especially after the march of January ist 1983 or other commemorial 
marches. 

The case of Thuraya Raajeh from Chatila is more serious: she is 
young woman who joined the Women’s Union and worked as atypist for 
one of the Palestinian organisations - a job that does not imply 
membership. Later on, she left for the Bekaa to look for a brother 
missing from the Damour area and returned. In mid-November, the 
Lebanese army came to arrest her and one of her brothers in the middle 
of the night. She was taken to Badaro and then to Yarzeh to be 
interrogated. Released detainees indicate her to have been beaten and 
tortured. Apparently her physical and psychic state is so bad that the 
Lebanese army doesn’t dare release her. 

The arrests have decreased in number, but they have become more 
selective and reach intellectuals, lawyers a.s.o... On the other hand, 
there are other means to make unwanted” persons leave: identity 
cards and work permits are not renewed etc. There are extraditions 
every day - even of Lebanese citizens. 

On February 8th another typical case of arrest occurred in Beirut 
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(according to testimonies that reached us from Lebanon): at 10.30 a 
Palestinian, named Abid Ibrahim Haidar, 38 years old, tyler was 
arrested by Lebanese army in spite of the fact that he had regular and 
valid papers. He was beaten and taken inside Haifa hospital, where they 
emprisonned him in acloset the key of which they possessed. After that, 
he was probably taken to Yarzeh. 

The Centre has received the names of prisoners, who have been 
arrested in South Lebanese villages by the militia of Major Haddad and 
who seem to be in Ansar now. 


B - Fate of the Prisoners 


On january 22nd Wafa announced that 8 Palestinian prisoners had 
been tortured to death in the Lebanese army’s prison in Yarzeh. One of 
the victims is a 60 years old medical doctor named Mosha’ Sha’. 

Up to date, the ICRC has not been allowed to visit any place of 
detention controlled by the Lebanese army or by the Lebanese forces 
(Phalanges). 


C. - Reactions in Lebanon 


On January 22nd the Committee of Prisoners’ and Missing Persons’ 
Families answered Pierre Gemayel’s allegations that there were only 2 
or 3 Palestinian prisoners in the hands of the Lebanese. The Committee 
stated that more than 1,500 persons were held by the Phalangists, the 
Lebanese army detaining 2,500 persons: (El Safir 23/1/83). 

On January 23rd the same Committee published a communiqué 
demanding the discussion of the prisoner problem in the context of the 
tripartite consultations between Lebanon, Israel and the United States. 

The Committee multiplied its interventions with the political and 
religious authorities in order to obtain their parents’ release. 

In January the Agha family appealed to Pierre Gemayel, 
demanding the release of their son Fayez Mustafa Agha who had been 
arrested in Kfar Chima at a Lebanese Forces checkpoint. 

On January 30th El Safir published an appeal from the 
’*Washington Post’ to the Lebanese government asking to allow the 
ICRC to see the prisoners of the Lebanese army and of the Phalanges. 


III. THE FATE OF THE PALESTINIAN CIVILIAN POPULATION 
UNDER ISRAELI OCCUPATION 


SIDON 


On January 27th 1983 the corpse of a Palestinian was discovered near 
Sidon (El Safir 28/1/83). 

On February 2nd the corpses of 12 Palestinian refugees were 
discovered on the outskirts of the refugee camp of Ain E] Helweh; they 
had been killed recently. According to the ’Jerusalem Post’, these 
crimes had been committed by the Phalangists as part of a threatening 
campaign to bring Palestinian refugees to settle down in the camp of 
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Ain El] Helweh or nearby, instead of living in different parts of town. 
(L’Orient/le Jour 3/2/83). 

On February 3rd the director general of the internal security forces 
of Lebanon, Mr Hicham Chaar, reported to the correspondent of the 
Associated Press (AP), that at least 8 persons had been kidnapped from 
their homes and executed during the month before. ‘4 other Palestinian 
civilians kidnapped from their homes have been wounded by bullets 
(....). In the South the Palestinians are harassed. Their cars are stolen, 
and their houses or shops are sacked. These systematic humiliations 
take place in a zone under Israeli military control (...) People of the Ain 
El Helweh camp are getting very anxious. They do not dare any more to 
leave the camp to go to work. Moreover, the Palestinians who lived in 
Sidon town have left their homes to settle down in the camp (..) 
According to the inhabitants, the Israeli authorities have given 
revolvers to those who collaborate with them. However, the inhabitants 
have refused to make machine-guns proposed by the Israelis, 
explaining that this would serve as a pretext for agressions and that, 
with a limitated number of weapons, they would be unable to face 
agressions.” (AP-dispatch reported in ]’Orient/le Jour 4/2/83). 

On February 5th Bruno Marolo, the special correspondent of Ansa 
agency (Italy) reveals: “ More than 200 Palestinian families(= 2,000 
persons) have been evicted from their houses in Sidon, South Lebanon, 
by groups of armed men who Said they were sent by the Lebanese 
Forces (Phalangists)... 

The evictions were coupled with brutalities and a series of 
assassinations (...) Some of the houses (belonging to Palestinians) have 
been commandeered and assigned to Christian Lebanese from the 
Chouf region, who had been fleeing the war against the Druzes. 
According to statements, this is a campaign expected to ’’clear” the 
Sidon zone from Palestinians; many of them having lived there for 
more than 30 years. Yesterday, leaflets signed by the revolutionaries 
of the Ceder’’ appeared, asking the population to collaborate to ’’free 
Sidon from Palestinians” (...) Sidon is divided into two parts by a 
railway out of use. On the western side near the sea is situated the 
historic centre. On the eastern side on the mountain slopes are the new 
suburbs Aabra, leilaliye and Layaa. This is were the Lebanese forces 
settled down after the Israeli invasions. 

During the last few days, witnesses noticed loud-speaker cars all 
over the town diffusing warnings: the Palestinians would no longer be 
tolerated east of the railway. Many families have started packing, 
others have already left after the visit of armed elements who urged 
them to leave in order to commandeer their houses for the Phalangist 
party. These threats followed a great number of assassinations in the 
district. Reportedly, 14 family heads have been murdered among them 
Nabil Sarkawi, Ahmed Sebai, Amin Amarwa, Kader Dannan. 

In the case of Ahmed Sebai (also reported by 1|’Orient/le Jour of 
4/2/83), a 35 years old Palestinian engineer, according to one of his 
cousins things happened as follows: ”’On Sunday 30/1/83, 3 masked 
men came to his house. They asked for all the ready cash, which they 
got, and then locked Sebai’s wife in the bathroom. They took the 
husband to the garden and shot him in the neck. A few days later, in the 
same suburb of Layaa, the house of one of his sisters was destroyed by 
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dynamite. Other explosives were discovered at an uncle’s door and 
defused.”’ (...) 

Several kidnappings in the same area have been confirmed by 
witnesses. 

On February 6th ]’Orient/le Jour published an AFP dispatch of the 
day before: ’The Lebanese Forces have ordered all the Palestinians 
living in Sidon or in the neighbourhood to leave their houses and settle 
down in the camp of Ain E] Helweh in the southern suburb of Saida,” a 
Phalangist ’security services’ official declared. The Lebanese forces 
sometimes give a delay for the departure of the Palestinian families from 
their own houses. After that, they commandeer the houses. 
Furthermore, the same official reports contacting businessmen and 
requesting them not to employ Palestinians since they take jobs from 
Lebanese citizens. 

The anti-Palestinian campaign consists also in distributing 
leaflets in Sidon. On Friday February 4th a leaflet signed 
’revolutionaries fo the Ceder” asked the inhabitants to throw all 
foreigners out of Lebanon”. 

The same day, lOrient/le Jour published a declaration by the 
official in charge of the ICRC Sidon sub-delegation, Mr Thomas Ruegg, 
who confirmed this deportation movement including murders, 
kidnapping and agressions against Palestinians living outside Ain El 
Helweh camp. 

Mr Ruegg reported the case of the Mieh Mieh camp in the Sidon 
suburb where 6,000 Palestinians were living without any protection 
from the Israeli army (...). He emphasized that ’in Sidon nothing can be 
done without the Israelis agreeing and they do nothing to stop this 
intimidation campaign.” In the same context, the director of UNRWA in 
Sidon, Mr Derek Nichols, confirmed the mass deportations and 
declared his deep concern about the situation, especially in Mieh Mieh. 

On February 7th refering to gun shots in Abra and Hlaliyé, the 
Israeli forces despatched a unit tanks to cordon off the villages and 
declare a curfew. They even prevented a unit of Lebanese 
’*xendarmerie” (regular security forces) from entering the villages. 
More than 50 families have already left these villages, having been 
threatened by the Lebanese forces. (L’Orient/le Jour 9/2/83). 

On February 9th UNRWA published a communiqué from Vienna: 
Mr Olof Rydbeck, the UNRWA high commissioner, declared his deep 
concern about the deterioration of the Palestinian refugees’ situation in 
Lebanon, as far as security was concerned. The communiqué said: 
’During the night, 3 persons have been wounded and 14 houses 
damaged by adynamite blast in the refugee camp of Mieh Mieh; south of 
Sidon. It is the third incident of this kind in less than 2 weeks (...) During 
the recent incidents, about 40 families of Palestinian refugees have 
been submitted to threats leading them to leave their houses in Sidon 
and look for refuge in the camp of Ain El Helweh (...) These refugees 
declared that they have been threatened by armed and masked men or 
have found threatening letters pinned on their doors. In one case a bomb 
had been placed at the front door and explosed.” 

On February 11th UNRWA published anew communiqué: ’’Fifteeen 
bodies, many of them Palestinian refugees, have been found near the 
Ain El Helweh refugee camp at Sidon, Lebanon, in the past two weeks. 
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Yesterday (February 10th) three bodies were delivered to the 
Government hospital in Sidon, one of them the mutilated body of a 17- 
year-old male resident of the Ain E] Helweh camp. The other two bodies 
were burned.” 

According to the same source on February 9th ten refugee families 
living in Addousieh, a village near Sidon, were warned to leave within 
24 hours and go to Ain E] Helweh or Rachidieh camps. The warning 
came from Christian militia forces.” 

UNRWA is the more concerned about the situation in the area, as of 
the 50,000 Palestinians living in the Sidon area, only 16,200 live in 
camps, the others in private houses or appartments. 

Mr Rydbeck declared, that, as Israel controls the area, it is its 
responsability ’to ensure the safety of the civilian population”’. 

On February 13th the Lebanese Prime Minister Shafi Al Wazzan 
declared that he had requested the special U.S. envoy Philip Habib to 
intervene with Israel to stop the campaign of intimidation against 
Palestinians in Israeli-occupied southern Lebanon (International 
Herald Tribune 14/2/83). 

On February 14th Major Haddad, with the complicity of Israel, 
officially took Sidon and established his headquaters at Hamshari 
Hospital. (E] Safir - ?Orient/le Jour - AFP 15/2/83). 

The same day, ’’the European Community of the Ten was reported to 
be envisaging possibly taking a common initiative on behalf of the 
Palestinian civilians in Lebanon in the form of a solemn declaration 
asking for safety measures for all the refugees living in Lebanon.” (Le 
Monde 16/2/83). 

On the other hand, the U.S. government requested the Israeli 
authorities on Monday, Feb. 14th rapidly to take measures to project the 
Palestinian civilians in South Lebanon, who had recently been the 
objects of attacks. (Le Monde, 16/2/83). 

Moreover, a United Nations spokesman announced that Mr Xavier 
Perez de Cuellar was following the problem of the Palestinians’ 
security with anxiety and had examined measures the international 
organisation could take to protect them. 

On February 15th S. Haddad took Nabatiyeh. (El Safir 16/2/83). 

On February 16th Le Monde published the declaration of a U.N. 
representative: ‘“... (in Sidon) threats were addressed to Palestinians 
having long regular residences, and not to squatters (...) They had 
requested to appear before committees, generally composed of men 
wearing black masks, who give them the order to leave their houses 
and, sometimes, offer to buy these houses at 60 or 70 % of their value.” 
(AP-AFP). 

On February 16th: during his visit to Damascus, the French Foreign 
Minister, C. Cheysson confirmed that a European initiative in favour of 
the Palestinian refugees in Lebanon was being prepared. This initiative 
had to direct itself in the first place to the sovereign authority in the 
area, namely, the Lebanese government, and to the facto authority, that 
is to say the Israeli government ’’since its forces occupy the south of 
Lebanon and, as a result, according to the Geneva Conventions, it has 
the direct responsability for the security of the populations”. 

Discussing the possibility of UNIFIL protecting the civilian 
camps, Cheysson declared: ’This idea has been in the air for some time. 
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UNIFIL has already started to give some assistance tothe Palestinians 
- especially the French and the Dutch battalions. But to go over from an 
action of emergency assistance to an action of protection is to take a 
serious step. As far as France is concerned, we would be satisfied to see 
this step taken.” (L’Orient/le Jour 16/2/83 - Le Monde 17/2/83). 

On February 19th UNRWA high commissioner Mr Olof Rydbeck 
left Vienna for New York to discuss the campaign of intimidation 
against the Palestinian civilians of the Sidon area with the U.N. 
Secretary-General. (L’Orient/le Jour 20/20/83). 

On February 21st PLO Executive Committee Chairman Yasser 
Arafat declared in Algiers that he had received a message informing 
him and other that’’Palestinian residents in Sidon area have been urged 
to leave the place within 24 hours”. 

On February 23rd an Israeli military spokesman denied this 
informations: A tour in South Lebanon would be sufficient to reveal 
how unfounded Mr Arafats declarations on a campaign of exactions 
and deportations of Palestinians from Sidon are”’. (Libération 24/2/83). 

On February 23rd Haaretz, an independent Israeli newspaper, 
indicated that ’the USA have warned Israel about the danger of a 
massacre that could be committed in the refugee camp of Mieh Mieh 
(near Sidon). They have asked the Israeli army to protect the 
inhabitants from such a danger’. Haaretz reports that the American 
warning was addressed to Israel through its former ambassador in 
Washington, Moshe Arens, as well as on the occasion of the meeting of 
the Israeli and Lebanese delegations, with U.S. participation, in 
Nathanya. 


THE REST OF SOUTH LEBANON 


On January 27th ’’The Israelis are trying to create local militias 
under their command in the region of Zahrani, in the ’caza’ of 
Nabatiyeh, headed by three Israeli officers, Dany, Sapira and Alouf, and 
to set up groups of officials paid by them.” (El Safir - Orient/le Jour 
27/1/83). 

On January 28th Nabih Berri accused the Minister of the Interior of 
encouraging the creation of ‘village leagues’ patronized by the 
occupation forces by giving these leagues the status of municipal 
guards whose salaries have to be paid by the Union of Zahrani 
Municipalities. (L’Orient/le Jour 29/1/83). 

On February 2nd publication of the report of the International 
Commission under Chairman Sean MacBride: "ISRAEL IN 
LEBANON, the report of the International Commission to enquire into 
reported violations of International Law by Israel during its invasion 
of the Lebanon” by the Ithaca Press, London. 

On February 5th Nabih Berri revealed the Israeli designs in South 
Lebanon, pointing out the creation of ’‘village leagues” in the camps 
and of *national guards” in the Lebanese villages. He gave warning 
that the idea of an autonomous future for South Lebanon was being 
strongly promoted by the Israeli authorities, whose aim was amore and 
more pronounced separation from the central Lebanese authority. He 
also revealed that sets of very detailed questions were submitted to the 
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*‘mokhtars’ of South Lebanon by the Israeli authorities, including every 
aspect of daily life in the villages. 

The same day, violent incidents apposed AMAL to the national 
guard” created and directed by the Israeli forces in Ghasich. AMAL’s 
office was bombed. (L’Orient/le Jour 7/2/83). 

On February 6th the London Sunday Times correspondent in Beirut 
revealed the existence of an Israeli plan for ’’the organisation of a 
united south” established the week before at meetings of Israeliofficers 
with Lebanese representatives of the villages concerned. 

According to the British weekly newspaper, the administration of 
the village was planned to be handed over to committees’ consisting of 
5 to 8 members heading a local militia, the training and arming or 
which Israel promised to take care of. The miliatiamen’s salaries 
(amounting about 1,000 LL each) would have to be covered by a special 
tax paid by the villagers. (...) Reportedly the Israeli forces had decided 
to accelerate the realisation of this project. Until now, it had been 
limited to about 60 villages, south of the Litani, but there was a plan to 
extend it to the ’security zone’’, that is, about one third of the Lebanese 
territory. Major Haddad had declared openly that he intended to take 
over the whole of South Lebanon occupied by the Israeli forces. These 
plans were encouraged by the silence and the total passivity the 
Lebanese government. 

On February 7th, the London Times published parts of a 
confidential document indicating the United Nations concern aboutthe 
setting-up of Israeli-directed militias in South Lebanese villages. 
According to this UNIFIL officials’ report Israeli soldiers were now 
using ’’pressures, detention and blackmail’ to make the heads of 
villages situated in the operation zone of UNIFIL obey them. 

(...) According to this document the Israeli army was determined 
to remain in Lebanon and ready to use any incident” capable of making 
it clear to the world that the U.N. and the multinational force could not 
assure the security of the northern border”. 

The same day, the Israelis prohibited the passage of a UNIFIL 
convoy in Ouzai (Sout of Beirut) (L’Orient/le Jour 8/2/83).On February 
7th the report of the government commission (Kahan Commission) of 
enquiry into the massacres of Sabra and Chatila was handed to Begin. 

The report discussed Begin’s "personal responsibility” for the 
massacres. It established the indirect” responsibility of Israel. 

On February 9th the Jerusalem Post published large parts of the 
report. 

On February 14th the German magazine ’’Der Spiegel” published 
the statement of a Lebanese militiaman who had taken part in the 
massacres of Sabra and Chatila. The testimony established that Israel 
participated directly in the massacres. 
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CHAPTER V 


THE RELEVANT UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTIONS 


RESOLUTION 508 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2374th meeting, on 5 June 1982 


The Security Council, 

Recalling Security Council resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978) and the ensuing resolu- 
tions, and more particularly, Security Council resolution 501 (1982), 

Taking note of the letters of the Permanent Representative of Lebanon dated 4 June 1982 
(S/15161 and S/15162), 

Deeply concerned at the deterioration of the present situation in Lebanon and in the 
Lebanese-Israeli border area, and its consequences for peace and security in the region, 

Gravely concerned at the violation of the territorial integrity, independence, and 
sovereignty of Lebanon, 

Reaffirming and supporting the statement made by the President and the members of 
the-Security Council on 4 June 1982 (S/15163), as well as the urgent appeal issued by the 
Secretary-General on 4 June 1982, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General, 

1. Calls upon all the parties to the conflict to cease immediately and simultaneously all 
military activities within Lebanon and accross the Lebanese-Israeli border and no later 
than 0600 hours local time on Sunday, 6 June 1982; 

2. Requests all Member States which are in position to do so to bring their influence to 
bear upon those concerned so that the cessation of hostilities declared by Security Council 
resolution 490 (1981) can be respected; 

3. Requests the Secretary-General to undertake all possible eeforts to ensure the 
implementation of and compliance with this resolution and toreportto the Security Council 
as early as possible and not later than forty-eight hours after the adoption of this resolution. 


RESOLUTION 509 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2375th meeting, on 6 June 1982 


The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 425 (1978) of 19 March 1978 et 508 (1982) of 5 June 1982, 

Gravely concerned at the situation as described by the Secretary General in hisreport to 
the Council, 

Reaffirming the need for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sovereignty and 
political independence of Lebanon within its internationally recognized boundaries, 
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1. Demands that Israel withdraw allits military forces forthwith and unconditionally to 
teh internationally recognized boundaries of Lebanon; . 

2. Demands that all parties observe strictly the terms of paragraph 1 of resolution 508 
(1982) which called on them to cease immediately and simultaneously all military activities 
within Lebanon and across the Lebanese-Israeli border; 

3. Calls on all parties to communicate to the Secretary General their acceptance on the 
present resolution within 24 hours; 

4. Decides to remain seized of the question. 


RESOLUTION 511 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2379th meeting, held on 18 June 1982 


The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 425 (1978), 426 (1978), 427 (1978), 434 (1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979), 
459 (1979), 467 (1980), 483 (1980), 488 (1981), 490 (1981), 498 (1981), and 501 (1982), 

Reaffirming its resolution 508 (1982) and 509 (1982), 

Having studied the report of the Secretary General on the United Nations Interim Force 
in Lebanon (S/ 15194 and Add. 1 and 2) and taking note of the conclusions and recommenda- 
tions expressed therein, 

Bearing in mind the need to avoid any developments which could further aggravate the 
situation and the need, pending an examination of the situation by the Council in all its 
aspects, to preserve in place the capacity of the United Nations to assist in the restoration of 
the peace, 

1. Decides as an interim measure, to extend the present mandate of the Force fora period 
of two months, that is, until 19 August 1982; 

2. Authorizes the Force during that period, to carry out, in addition, the interim tasks 
referred to in paragraph 17 of the Secretary General’s report (S/15194/Add.2); 

3. Calls on all concerned to extend full co-operation to the Force in the discharge of its 
tasks; 

A. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council regularly informed of 
thé implementation of resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982) and the present resolution. 


RESOLUTION 512 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2380th meeting, on 19 June 1982 


The Security Council, 

Deeply concerned at the sufferings of the Lebanese and Palestinian civilian popu- 
lations, 

Referring to the humanitarian principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and to the 
obligations arising from the regulations annexed to the Hague Convention of 1907, 

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982), 

1. Calls upon all the parties to the conflict to respect the rights of the civilian 
populations, to refrain from all acts of violence against those populations and to take all 
appropriate measures to alleviate the suffering caused by the conflict, in particular, by 
facilitating the dispatch and distribution of the aid provided by United Nations agencies 
and by non-governmental organizations, in particular, the International Committee ofthe 
Red Cross (ICRC); 

2. Appeals to Member States to continue to provide the most extensive humanitarian 
aid possible; 

3. Stresses the particular humanitarian responsibilities of the United Nations and its 
agencies, including the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in 
the Near East (UNRWA), towards civilian populations and calls upon all the parties to the 
conflict not to hamper the exercise of those responsibilities and to assist in humanitarian 
efforts; 

4. Takes note of the measures taken by the Secretary-General to co-ordinate the 
activities of the international agencies in this field and requests him to makeevery effort to 
ensure the implementation of and compliance with this resolution and to report on these 
efforts to the Council as soon as possible. 


RESOLUTION 513 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2382th meeting, on 4 July 1982 


The Security Council, 
Alarmed by the continued sufferings of the Lebanese and Palestinian civilian popula- 
tions in South Lebanon and in West Beirut, 
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Referring to the humanitarian principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and to the 
obligations arising from the Regulations annexed to the hague Convention of 1907, 

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982), 509 (1982) and 512 (1982), 

1. Calls for respect for the rights of the civilian populations without any discrimination 
and repudiates all acts of violence against those populations; 

2. Calls further for the restoration of the normal supply of vital facilities such as water, 
electicity, food and medical provisions, particularly in Beirut; 

3. Commends the efforts of the Secretary-General and the action of international agen- 
cies to alleviate the sufferings of the civilian population and requests them to continue their 
efforts to ensure their success. 


RESOLUTION 514 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2383rd meeting on 12 July 1982 


The Security Council, 

Having considered again the question entitled “‘The situation between Iran and Iraq”, 

Deeply concerned about the prolongation of the conflict between the two countries, 
resulting in heavy losses of human lives and considerable material damage, and endanger- 
ing peace and security, 

Recalling the provisions of article 2 of the Charter of the United Nations, and that the 
establishment of peace and security in the region requires strict adherence to these 
provisions, 

Recalling that by virtue of Article 24 of the Charter the Security Council has the primary 
responsibility for maintainance of international peace and security, 

Recalling its resolution 479 (1980), adopted unanimously on 28 September 1980, as well 
as the statement of its President of 5 November 1980 (S/14244), 

Taking note of the efforts of mediation pursued notably by the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations and his representative, as well as by the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries and the Organization of the Islamic Conference, 

1. Calls for a cease-fire and an immediate end to all military operations; 

2. Calls further for a withdrawal of forces to internationally recognized boundaries; 

3. Decides’ to dispatch a team of United Nations observers to verify, confirm and 
supervise the cease-fire and withdrawal, and requests the Secretary-General to submit to 
the Council a report on the arrangements required for that purpose; 

4. Urges that the mediation efforts be continued in a co-ordinated manner through the 
Secretary-General with a view to achieving a comprehensive, just and honourable 
settlement acceptable to both sides of all the outstanding issues, on the basis of the 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, including respect for sovereignty, 
independence, territorial integrity and non-interference in the internal affairs of States; 

5. Requests all other States to abstain from all actions which could contribute to the 
continuation of the conflict and to facilitate the implementation of the present resolution; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council within three 
months on the implementation of this resolution. 


RESOLUTION 515 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2385th meeting, on 19 July 1982 


The Security Council, 

Deeply concerned at the situation of the civilian population of Beirut, 

Referring to the humanitarian principles of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and to 
the obligations arising from the regulations annexed to the Heague Convention of 1907, 

Recalling its resolutions 512 (1982) and 513 (1982), 

1. Demands that the Government of Israel lift immediately the blockade of the city of 
Beirut in order to permit the dispatch of supplies to meet the urgent needs of the civilian 
population and allow the distribution of aid provided by United Nations agencies and by 
non-governmental organizations, particularly the International Committee of the Red 
Cross (ICRC); 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the text of this resolution to the 
Government of Israel and keep the Security Council informed of its implementation. 


RESOLUTION 516 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2386th meeting. on 1 August 1982 


The Security Council, 
Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982), 509 (1982), 511 (1982), 512 (1982) and 513 (1982), 
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Recalling its resolution 515 (1982) of 19 July 1982, 

Alarmed by the continuation and intensification of military activities in and around 
Beirut, 

Taking note of the latest massive violations of the cease-fire in and around Beirut, 

1. Confirms its previous resolutions and demans an immediate cease-fire, and a 
cessation of all military activities within Lebanon and across the Lebanese-Israeli border; 

2. Authorizes the Secretary-General to deploy immediately the request of the Govern- 
ment of Lebanon, United Nations observers to monitor the situation in and around Beirut; 

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report back to the Council on compliance with this 
resolution as soon as possible and not later than four hours from now. 


RESOLUTION 517 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2389th meeting, on 4 August 1982 


The Security Council, 
Deeply shocked and alarmed by the deplorable consequences of the Israeli invasion of 
Beirut on 3 August 1982, 


1. Reconfirms its resolution 508 (1982), 509 (1982), 512 (1982), 513 (1982), 515 (1982) and 
516 (1982); 

2. Confirms once again its demand for an immediate cease-fire and withdrawal of 
Israeli forces from Lebanon; 

3. Censures Israel for its failure to comply with the above resolutions; 

4. Calls for the prompt return of Israeli troops which have moved forward subsequent to 
1325 hours EDT on 1 August 1982; 

5. Takes note of the cdecision of the Palestine Liberation Organization to move the 
Palestinian armed forces from Beirut; 

6. Expresses its appreciation for the efforts and steps taken by the Secretary-General to 
implement the provisions of Security Council resolution 516 (1982), and authorizes him, as 
an immediate step, to increase the number of United Nations observers in and around 
Beirut; 

7. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on the implementa- 
tion of the present resolution as soon as possible and not later than 1000 hours EDT on 5 
August 1982; 

8. Decides to meet at that time if necessary in order to consider the report of the 
Secretary-General and, in case of failure to comply by any of the parties to the conflict, to 
consider adopting effective ways and means in accordance with the provisions of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 


RESOLUTION 518 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2392nd meeting, on 12 August 1982 


The Security Council, 

Reacalling its resolutions 508 (1982), 509 (1982), 511 (1982), 512 (1982), 513 (1982), 515 
(1982), 516 (1982), and 517 (1982), 

Expressing its most serious concern about continued military activities in Lebanon 
and, particularly, in and around Beirut, 

1. Demands that Israel and all parties to the conflict observe strictly the terms of the 
Security Council resolutions relevant to the immedfate cessation of all military activities 
within Lebanon and, particularly, in and around Beirut; 

2. Demands the immediate lifting of all restrictions on the city of Beirut in order to 
permit the free entry of supplies to meet the urgent needs of the civilian population in 
Beirut; 

3. Requests the United Nations observers in and in the vicinity of Beirut to report on the 
situation; 

4. Demands that Israel co-operate fully in the effort to secure the effective deployment 
of the United Nations observers, as requested by the Government of Lebanon, and in such 
manner as to ensure their safety; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report soonest to the Security Council on the 
implementation of the present resolution; 


6. Decides to meet if necessary in order to consider the situation upon receipt of the 
report of the Secretary-General. 
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RESOLUTION 519 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2393rd meeting on 17 August 1982 


The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978), 427 (1978), 434 (1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979), 
459 (1979), 467 (1980), 483 (1980), 488 (1981), 490 (1981), 498 (1981), 501 (1982), and 511 (1982), 

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982), as well as subsequent resolutions 
on the situation in Lebanon, 

Having studied with grave concern the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/15357) and noting its conclusions and recommenda- 
tions and the wishes of the Lebanese Government as set out therein, 

Bearing in mind the need, pending an examination by the Council of the situation in all 
its aspects, to preserve in place the capacity of the United Nations to assist in the restoration 
of the peace and of the authority of the Lebanese Government throughout Lebanon, 

1. Decides to prolong the present madate of UNIFIL for a further interim period of two 
months, that is, until 19 October 1982; 

2. Authorizes the Force during that period to continue to carry out, in addition, the 
iterim tasks in the humanitarian and administrative fields assigned to it in operative 
paragraph 2 of resolution 511 (1982); 

3. Calls on all concerned, taking into account paragraphs 5, 8 and 9 of the Secretary- 
General’s report (S/ 15357), to extend full co-operation to the Force in the discharge of its 
tasks; 

4. Supports the efforts of the Secretary-General, with a view to optimum use of UNTSO 
observers as envisaged by relevant resolutions of the Security Council; 

5. Decides to consider the situation fully and in all its aspects before 19 October 1982. 


RESOLUTION 520 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2395th meeting, on 17 September 1982 


The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General of 15 September 1982 (S/15382/ 
Add.1), 

Condemning the murder of Bashir Gemayel, Lebanon’s constitutionally selected 
President-elect, and every effort to disrupt by violence the restoration of a strong, stable 
government in Lebanon, 

Having listened to the statement by the Permanent Representative of Lebanon, 

Taking note of Lebanon’s determination to ensure the withdrawal of all non-Lebanese 
forces from Lebanon, 

1. Reaffirms its resolutions 508 (1982), 509 (1982) and 516 (1982) in all their components; 

2. Condemns the recent Israeli incursions into Beirut in violation of the cease-fire 
agreements and of Security Council resolutions; 

3. Demands an immediate return to the positions occupied by Israel before 15 Septem- 
ber 1982, as a first step towards the full implementation of Security Council resolutions; 

4. Calls again for the strict respect for Lebanon’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, 
unity and political independence under the sole and exclusive authority of the Lebanese 
Government through the Lebanese Army throughout Lebanon; 

5. Reaffirms its resolutions 512 (1982) and 513 (1982) which call for respect for the rights 
of the civilian populations without any discrimination and repudiates all acts of violence 
against those populations; 

6. Supports the efforts of the Secretary-General to implement Security Council 
resolution 516 (1982) concerning the deployment of United Nations observers to monitor the 
situation in and around Beirut and requests all the parties concerned to co-operate fully in 
the apllication of that resolution; 

7. Decides to remain seized of the question and asks the Secretary-General to keep the 
Council informed on developments as soon as possible and not later than twenty-four hours. 


RESOLUTION 521 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2396th meeting, on 19 September 1982 


The Security Council, 

Appalled at the massacre of Palestinian civilians in Beirut, 

Having heard the report of the Secretary-General (S/ 15400), 

Noting that the Government of Lebanon has agreed to the dispatch of United Nations 
Observers to the sites of greatest human suffering and losses in and around that city, 

1. Condemns the criminal massacre of Palestinian civilians in Beirut; 
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2. Reaffirms once again its resolutions 512 (1982) and 513 (1982) which call for respect 
for the rights of the civilian population without any discrimination and repudiates all acts 
of violence against that population; 

3. Authorizes the Secretary-General as an immediate step to increase the number of 
United Nations observers in and around Beirut from 10 to 50 and insists that there shall beno 
interference with the deployment of the observers and that they shall have full freedom of 
movement; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with the Government of Lebanon, to 
ensure the rapid deployment of those observers in order that they may contribute in every 
way possible within their mandate, to the effort to ensure full protection for the civilian 
population; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General as a matter of urgency to initiate appropriate 
consultations and in particular consultations with the Government of Lebanon on additio- 
nal steps which the Council might take, including the possible deployment of United 
Nations forces, to assist that Government in ensuring full protection for the civilian 
population in and around Beirut and requests him to report to the Council within forty-eight 
hours; 

6. Insists that all concerned must permit United Nations observers and forces estab- 
lished by the Security Council in Lebanon to be deployed and to discharge their mandates and 
in this connexion solemnly calls attention to the obligation on all Member States under 
Article 25 of the Charter to accept and carry out the decisions of the Council in accordance 
with the Charter; 

7. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Council informed on an urgent and 
continuing basis. 


RESOLUTION 523 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2400th meeting on 18 October 1982 


The Security Council, 

Having heard the statement of the President of the Lebanese Republic, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978) and 519 (1982), 

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982), as well as all subsequent 
resolutions on the situation in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General (S/15455 and Corr.1), and taking 
note of its conclusions and recommendations, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

1. Decides to extend the present mandate of UNIFIL for a further inetrim period of three 
months, that is, until 19 January 1983; 

2. Insists that there shall be no interference under any pretext with the operations of 
UNIFIL and that the Force shall have full freedom of movement in the discharge of its 
mandate; 

3. Authorizes the Force during that period to carry out, with the consent of the 
Government of Lebanon, interim tasks in the humanitarian and administrative fields, as 
indicated in resolutions 511 (1982) and 519 (1982), and to assist the Government of Lebanon in 
assuring the security of all the inhabitants of the area without any discrimination; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General, within the three-month period, to consult with the 
Government of Lebanon and to report to the Council on ways and means of ensuring the full 
implementation of the UNIFIL mandate as defined in resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978), 
and the relevant decisions of the Security Council; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on the progress of 
his consultations. 


RESOLUTION 524 (1982) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2403rd meeting, on 29 November 1982 


The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disenga- 
gement Observer Force (S/ 15493), 

Decides: 

a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately Security Council 
resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973; 

b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force for 
another period of six months, that is, until 31 May 1983; 

c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this period, a report on the 
developments in the situation and the measures taken to implement Security Council 


resolution 338 (1973). 
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RESOLUTION 529 (1983) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 2411th meeting, on 18 January 1983 


The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978), and all subsequent resolutions on the 
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, 

Recalling further its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982), 

Having taken note of the letter of the Permanent Representative of Lebanon to the 
President of the Security Council and to the Secretary-General of 13 January 1983 (S/ 15557, 
annex) and of the statement he made at the meeting of the Coumcil, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General (S/15557) and taken note of his 
observations, 

Responding to the request of the Government in Lebanon, 

1. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations Interim Force in 
Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, that is, until 19 July 1983; 

2. Calls upon all parties concerned to co-operate with the United Nations Interim Force 
in Lebanon for the full implementation of this resolution; 

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the progress made inthis 
respect. 


Thirty-seventh session 
Agenda item 34 


RESOLUTIONS ADPOTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
(without reference to a Main Committee (A/37/L.49 and Add.1, A/37/L.50/Rev.1, A/37/L.51 
and Add.1, A/37/L.52 and Add.1, A/37/L.53 and Corr.1 and Add.1, A/37/L.59, A/37/L.48 and 
Corr.1 and Add.1)) 


37/123 The situation in the Middle East 
A 


The General Assembly, 

Having discussed the item entitled ‘The situation in the Middle East”, 

Taking note of the reports of the Secretary-General, (1) 

Recalling Security Council resolution 497 (1981) of 17 December 1981, 

Reaffirming its resolutions 36/226 B of 17 December 1981 and ES-9/1 of 5 February 1982, 

Recalling its resolution 3314 (XXIX) of 14 December 1974, in which it defined an act of 
aggression, inter alia, as “the invasion or attack by the armed forces of a State of the 
territory of another State, or any military occupation, however temporary, resulting from 
such invasion or attack, or any annexation by the use of force of the territory of another 
State or part thereof” and provided that “no consideration of whatever nature, whether 
political, economic, military or otherwise, may serve as a justification for aggression”, 

Reaffirming the fundamental principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of 
territory by force, 

Reaffirming oncé more the applicability of the Geneva Convention relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, (2) to the occupied 
Palestinian and other Arab territories, including Jerusalem, | 

Noting that Israel’s record and actions establish conclusively that it is not a peace- 
loving Member State and that it has not carried out its obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations, 

Noting further that Israel has refused, in violation of Article 25 of the Charter, to accept 
and carry out the numerous relevant decisions of the Security Council, the latest of which 
was resolution 497 (1981), thus failing to carry out its obligations under the Charter, 

1. Strongly condemns Israel for its failure to comply with Security Council resolution 
497 (1981) and General Assembly resolutions 36/226B and ES-9/1; 

2 Declares once more that Israel’s decision of 14 December 1981 to impose its laws, 
juridiction and administration on the occupied Syrian Golan Heights constitutes an act of 
aggression under the provisions of Article 39 of the Charter of the United Nations and 
General Assembly resolutions 3314 (X XIX); 


(1) A/37/169 and Add.1-3-S/ 14953 and Add.1-3. 
(2) United Nations, Treaty Series, vol.75, N°973, p.287. 
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3. Declares once more that Israel’s decision to impose its laws, jurisdiction and 
administration on the occupied Syrian Golan Heights is null and void and has no legal 
validity and/or effect whatsoever; 

4. Declares all Israeli policies and practices of, or aimed at, annexation of the occupied 
Palestinian or other Arab territories, including Jerusalem, to be in violation of internatio- 
nal law and of the relevant United Nations resolutions; 

5. Determines once more that all actions taken by Israel to give effect to its decision 
relating to the occupied Syrian Golan Heights are illegal and invalid and shall not be 
recognized; 

6. Reaffirms its determination that all the provisions of the Hague Convention of 1907 
(3) and the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of the Civilian Persons in Time of 
War, of 12 August 1949, continue to apply to the Syrian territory occupied by Israel since 
1967, and calls upon the parties thereto to respect and ensure respect of their obligations 
under these instruments in all circumstances; 

7. Determines once more that the continued occupation of the Syrian Golan Heights 
since 1967 and their effective annexation by Israel on 14 December 1981, following Israel’s 
decision to impose its laws, jurisdiction and administration on that territory, constitue a 
continuing threat to international peace and securiy; 

8. Strongly deplores the negative vote by a permanent member of the Security Council 
which prevented the Council from adopting against Israel, under Chapter VII of the Charter, 
the ‘appropriate measures” referred to in resolution 487 (1981) unanimously adopted by the 
Council; 

9. Further deplores any political, economic, financial, military and technological 
support to Israel that encourages Israel to commit acts of aggression and so consolidate and 
perpetuate its occupation and annexation of occupied Arab territories; 

10. Firmly emphasizes once more its demand that Israel, the occupying power, rescind 
forthwith its decison of 14 December 1981 to impose its laws, jurisdiction and administra- 
tion on the Syrian Golan Heights, which has resulted in the effective annexation of that 
territory; 

' 11. Reaffirms once more the overriding necessity of the total and unconditional withdrawal 
by Israel from all the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied since 1967, including 
Jerusalem, which is an essential prerequisite for the establishment of acomprehensive and 
just peace in the Middle East; 

12. Determines once more that Israel’s record and actions confirm that it is not a peace- 
loving Member State, that it has persistently violated the principles contained in the 
Charter and that it has carried out neither its obligations under the Charter not its 
commitment under General Assembly resolution 273 (III) of 11 May 1949; 

13. Calls once more upon all Member States to apply the following measures: 

a) To refrain from supplying Israel with any weapons and related equipment and to 
suspend any military assistance that Israel receives from them; 

b) To refrain from acquiring any weapons or military equipment from Israel]; 

c) To suspend economic, financial and technological assistance to and co-operation 
with Israel; 

d) To sever diplomatic, trade and cultural relations with Israel; 

14. Reiterates its call to all Member States to cease forthwith, individually and 
collectively, all dealings with Israel in order totally to isolate it in all fields; 

15. Urges non-member States to act in accordance with the provisions of the present 
resolution; 

16. Calls upon the specialized agencies and other international organizations to 
conform their relations with Israel to the terms of the present resolution. 


108th plenary meeting 
16 December 1982 


B 


The General Assembly, 

Recalling the relevant provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, (4) 

Recalling also the Constitution of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (5) and all other relevant international instruments concerning the 
right to cultural identity in all its forms, 


(3) Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, The Hague Conventions and Declarations 
of 1899 and 1907 (New York, Oxford University Press), 1915, p.100. 


(4) Resolution 217A (III). 
(5) See Manual of the General Conference, 1981 edition (Paris, UNESCO, 1981). 
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Having learned that the Israeli army, during its occupation of Beirut, seized and took 
away the archives and documents of every kind concerning Palestinian history and culture, 
including cultural articles belonging to Palestinian institutions - in particular the 
Palestine Research Centre - archives, documents, manuscripts and materials such as film 
documents, literary works by major authors, paintings, objets d’art and works of folklore, 
research works and so forth, serving as a foundation for the history, culture, national 
awareness, unity and solidarity of the Palestinian people, 


1. Condemns those acts of plundering the Palestinian cultural heritage; 

2. Calls upon the Government of Israel to make full restitution through the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, of all the cultural property 
belonging to Palestinian institutions, including the archives and documents removed from the 
Palestine Research Centre and arbitrarily seized by the Israeli forces. 


108th plenary meeting 
16 December 1982 


C 


The General Assembly, 

Recalling its resolution 36/120E of 10 December 1981, in which it determined that all 
legislative and administrative measures and actions taken by Israel, the occupying power, 
which had altered or purported to alter the character and status of the Holy City of 
Jerusalem, in particular the so-called “Basic Law” on Jerusalem and the proclamation of 
Jerusalem as the capital of Israel, were null and void and must be rescinded forthwith, 

Recalling Security Council resolution 478 (1980) of 20 August 1980, in which the Council, 
inter alia, decided not to recognize the ‘“‘Basic Law” and called upon those States that had 
established diplomatic missions at Jerusalem to withdraw such missions from the Holy City, 

1. Deplores the transfer by some States of their diplomatic missions to Jerusalem in 
violation of Security Council resolution 478 (1980); 

2. Calls upon those States to abide by the provisions of the relevant United Nations 
resolutions, in conformity with the Charter of the United nations. 


108th plenary meeting 
16 December 1982 


D 


The General Assembly, 

Recalling its resolution 95 (I) of 11 December 1946. 

Recalling also its resolution 96 (I) of 11 December 1946, in which it, inter alia, affirmed 
that genocide is a crime under international law which the civilized world condemns, and 
for the commission of which principals and accomplices - whether private individuals, 
public officials or statement, and whether the crime is committed on religious, racial, 
political or any other grounds - are ppinishable, 

Referring to the provisions of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide, adopted by the General Assembly on 9 December 1948, (6) 

Recalling the relevant provisions of the geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, (2) 

Appalled at the large-scale massacre of Palestinian civilians in the Sabra and Shatila 
refugee camps Situated at Beirut, 

Recognizing the universal outrage and condemnation of that massacre, 

Recalling its resolution ES-7/9 of 24 September 1982, 

1. Condemns in the strongest terms the large-scale massacre of Palestinian civilians in 
the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps; 

2. Resolves that the massacre was an act of genocide. 


108th plenary meeting 
16 December 1982 


(6) Resolution 260 A (III). 
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E 


The General Assembly, 

Having heard the address by the President of the Lebanese Republic on 18 October 
1982 (7). 

Taking note of the decision of the Government of Lebanon calling for the withdrawal 
from Lebanon of all non-Lebanese troops and forces which are not authorized by the 
Government to deploy therein, 

Bearing in mind Security Council resolutions 508 (1982) of 5 June 1982 and 509 (1982) of 6 
June 1982, 

1. Calls for strict respect of the territorial integrity, sovereignty, unity and political 
independence of Lebanon and supports the efforts of the Government of Lebanon, with 
regional and international endorsement, to restore the exclusive authority of the Lebanese 
State throughout its territory up to the internationally recognized boundaries; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly on the implemen- 
tation of the present resolution. 


108th plenary meting 
16 December 1982 


F 


The General Assembly, 

Having discussed the item entitled ‘“‘The situation in the Middle East”, 

Reaffirming its resolutions 36/226 A and B of 17 December 1981 and ES-9/1 of 5 February 
1982, 

Recalling Security Council resolutions 425 (1978) of 19 march 1978, 497 (1981) of 17 
December 1981, 508 (1982) of 5 June 1982, 509 (1982) of 6 June 1982, 511 (1982) of 18 June 1982, 
512 (1982) of 19 June 1982, 513 (1982) of 4 July 1982, 515 (1982) of 29 July 1982, 516 (1982) of 1 
Agust 1982, 517 (1982) of 4 August 1982, 518 (1982) of 12 August 1982, 519 (1982) of 17 August 
1982, 520 (1982) of 17 September 1982 and 521 (1982) of 19 September 1982, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General of 12 October 1982, (8) 

Welcoming the world-wide support extended to the just cause of the Palestinian people 
and the other Arab countries in their struggle against Israeli aggression and occupation in 
order to achieve a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East and the full 
exercise by the Palestinian people ofits inalienable national rights, as affirmed by previous 
resolutions of the General Assembly relating to the question of Palestine and the situation 
in the Middle East, 

Gravely concerned that the Arab and Palestinian territories occupied since 1967, 
including Jerusalem, still remain under Israeli occupation, that the relevant resolutions of 
the United Nations have not been implemented and that the Palestinian people is still denied 
the restoration of its land and the exercise of its inalienable national rights in conformity 
with international law, as reaffirmed by resolutions of the United Nations, 

Reaffirming the applicability of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, 2/ to all the occupied Palestinian and 
other Arab territories, including Jerusalem. 

Reiterating all relevant United Nations resolutions which emphasize that the acquisi- 
tion of territory by force is inadmissible under the Charter of the United Nations and the 
principles of international law and that Israel must withdraw unconditionally from all the 
Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, 

Reaffirming further the imperative necessity of establishing a comprehensive, just and 
lasting peace in the region, based ori full respect for the Charter and the principles of 
international law, 

Gravely concernedalso at recent Israeli actions involving the escalation and expansion 
of the conflict in the region, which further violate the principles of international law and 
endanger international peace and security, 

Welcoming the Arab peace plan adopted unanimously at the Twelfth Arab Summit 
Conference, held at Fez, Morocco, on 25 November 1981 and 9 September 1982, (9) 

Bearing in mind the address made, on 26 October 1982, by His Majesty King Hassan 11 of 
Morocco, in his capacity as President of the Twelfth Arab Summit Conference, (10) 


(7) See A/37/PV.35. 

(8) A/37/525-S/15451. 

(9) See A/37/696-S/15510, annex. 
(10) See A/37/PV.44. 
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1. Condemns Israel's continued occupation of the Palestinian and other Arab territories. 
including Jerusalem, in violation of the Charter of the United Nations, the principles of 
international law and the relevant resolutions of the United Nations, and demands the 
immediate, unconditional and total withdrawal of Israel from all these occupied territories: 

2. Reaffirms its conviction that the question of Palestine is the core of the conflict in the 
Middle East and that no comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the region will be achieved 
without the full exercise by the Palestinian people of its inalienable national rights and the 
immediate, unconditional and total withdrawal of Israel from all the Palestinian and other 
occupied Arab territories; 

3. Reaffirms further that a just and comprehensive settlement of the situation in the 
Middle East cannot be achieved without the participation on an equal footing of all the 
parties to the conflict, including the Palestine Liberation Organization, the representative 
of the Palestinian people; 

4. Declares once more that peace in the Middle East is indivisible and must be basedona 
comprehensive, just and lasting solution of the Middle East problem, under the auspices of 
the United Nations, which ensures the complete and unconditional withdrawal of Israel 
from the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, 
and which enables the Palestinian people, under the leadership of the Palestine Liberation 
Organization, to exercise its inalienable rights, including the right to return and the right to 
self-determination, national independence and the establishment of its independent 
sovereign State in Palestine, in accordance with the resolutions of the United Nations 
relevant to the question of Palestine, in particular General Assembly resolutions ES-7/2 of 
29 July 1980, 36/120 A to F of 10 December 1981, 37/86 A to D of 10 December 1982 and 37/86 E 
of 20 December 1982; 

5. Rejects all agreements and arrangements in so far as they violate the recognized 
rights of the Palestinian people and contradict the principles of just and comprehensive 
solutions to the Middle East problem to ensure the establishment of a just peace in the area; 

6. Deplores Israel’s failure to comply with Security Council resolutions 476 (1980) of 30 
June 1980 and 478 (1980) of 20 August 1980 and General Assembly resolutions 35/207 of 16 
December 1980 and 36/226 A and B of 17 December 1981, determines that Israel’s decision to 
annex Jerusalem and to declare it as its ’’capital’’, as well as the measures to alter its 
physical character, demographic composition, institutional structure and status, are null 
and void and demands that they be rescinded immediately, and calls upon all Member 
States, the specialized agencies and all other international organizations to abide by the 
present resolution and all other relevant resolutions, including Assembly resolutions 37/86 
A to E; 

7. Condemns Israel’s aggression and practices against the Palestinian people in the 
occupied Palestinian territories and outside these territories, particularly Palestinians in 
Lebanon, including the expropriation and annexation of territory, the establishment of 
settlements, assassination attempts and other terrorist, aggressive and repressive 
measures, which are in violation of the Charter and the principles of international law and 
the relevant international conventions; 

8. Strongly condemns the imposition by Israel of its laws, jurisdiction and 
administration on the occupied Syrian Golan Heights, its annexationist policies and 
practices, the establishment of settlements, the confiscation of lands, the diversion of water 
resources and the imposition of Israeli citizenship on Syrian nationals, and declares that all 
these measures are null and void and constitute a violation of the rules and principles of 
international law relevant to belligerent occupation. in particular the Geneva Convention 
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949; 

9. Considers that the agreements on strategic co-operation between the United States of 
America and Israel signed on 30 November 1981 would encourage Israel to pursue its 
aggressive and expansionist policies and practices in the Palestinian and other Arab 
territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, would have adverse effects on efforts 
for the establishment of a comprehensive, just and lasting peace i” the Middle East and 
would threaten the security of the region; 

10. Calls upon all States to put an end to the flow to Israel ofany ciliates economicand 
financial aid, as well as of human resources, aimed at encouraging it to pursue its 
aggressive policies against the Arab countries and the Palestinian people; 

11. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council periodically on the 
development of the situation and to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth 
session a comprehensive report covering the developments in the Middle East in all their 
aspects. 


112th plenary meeting 
20 December 1982 


279 


CHAPTER VI 


MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTS 


GOVERNMENT OF ISRAEL 
EMERGENCY DECREES ( DETENTIONS DURING 
A SPECIAL STATE OF EMERGENCY) 1982 


By virtue of my authority, derived from article 9 (a) of the ’Rules of 
Power and Law” (1948), I establish herewith the following ordinances: 
1. (a) If it deems it fit, out of defense considerations, the government is 
empowered to declare a state of special emergency; 

(b) The declaration of a state of special emergency will lose its effect 
upon announcement by the government, or when the validity of these 
ordinances expires, the earliest term will be decisive. 

2.(a) During a state of special emergency, a commanding officer of the 
Israeli Defense Army of the rank of Major-General, at least, being 
reasonably motivated to assume that reasons of staté security or public 
security necessitate the detention of a person who is not a citizen of 
Israel or an inhabitant of Israel, is empowered to issue an order signed 
by him whereby that person will be detained for the period stated in the 
order, which, however, will not exceed three months (subsequently 
”’Order of Detention’’); 

(b) The Order of Detention may be issued in the absence of the person 
who is to be detained; 

(c) The Order of Detention will be carried out by a policeman or a 
soldier, asthe terms ’’policeman” and’’soldier” are meantin Article 1 of 
the Law of Military Jurisdiction” (1955), and will serve as support for 
keeping that person (subsequently ’Detainee’’) detained in the location 
laid down in the Order of Detention (or in later Order of Detention), at 
conditions laid down by the Minister of Justice in keeping with Article 3 
of the Law of Competences During States of Emergency - Detentions” 
(1979). 
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3. (a) The Minister of Justice will appoint a committee of appeal (or 
committees of appeal) for the sake of implementing these ordinances; a 
committee of appeal will be composed by three members and be headed 
by a judge; 
(b) The detainee is entitled to appeal against his detention before a 
committee of appeal; 
(c). The possibility of appealing and the procedure of appealing will be 
brought to the notice of the detainee as soon as possible; 
(d) The committee of appeal will consider the appeal within two weeks of 
its submission; 
(e) The committee of appeal will consider the case in keeping with the 
rules of jurisdiction and the rules of evidence as it deems it just and 
beneficial; 
(f) The committee of appeal will decide upon one of the following 
courses: 
1) Confirm the detention as laid down in the Order of Detention; 
2) Limit it as to its duration; 
3) Link it to certain conditions; 
4) Annul it. 
4.The ’Law of Competences During States of Emergency - Detentions” 
(1979) (subsequently the ’’Law’’) willnotapply to detentions carried out 
by virtue of this ordinance. 
5. When a ’’Declaration of a State of Special Emergency” has lost its 
effect, and the detainee is still detained by virtue of the Order of 
Detention, he will be considered as having been detained on that very 
day by order of the Chief of Staff according to Article 2 (c), and the Law 
will apply to his continued detention. 
6. These rules will come into force the day they are signed. 
June 8, 1982 
Ariel Sharon, 
Minister of Defense 
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Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Information Division. Jerusalem 
BRIEFING 403a/26.9.82/ 4.06.03 


THE REAGAN PLAN 
AND 
THE CAMP DAVID AGREEMENTS 


In presenting the new United States position, as formulated both in President Reagan’s 
statement on Middle East policy on 1 September 1982 and in the formulations conveyed to 
Prime Minister Begin, it would appear that the United States has departed from the 
conceptual framework agreed upon at Camp David in 1978. The following points illuminate 
this approach: 


1. Timing 


The basic issue of principle which runs as a theme throughout the US formulations is 
the assertion by the United States, of specific views concerning the final status of Judea, 
Samaria and Gaza, whereas the Camp David Agreements deliberately left open the question 
of the final status of the areas of Judea, Samaria and Gaza, to be negotiated among the 
parties concerned. It had been agreed in the Camp David accords that these negotiations 
would commence "not later than the third year after the beginning of the transitional 
period.” Throughout the negotiating process following the conclusion of the Camp David 
accords, the aim of the parties has been to limit the scope of their talks solely to the 
transitional period of five years, without digressing into the sphere of what would happen 
after this transitional period. The United States itself specifically refrained from putting 
forward positions which went beyond the concept of the transitional period. US proposals 
were limited to practical ways of bridging gaps between the positions of Egypt and Israel. 

In advocating, at this early stage, association with Jordan and, at the same time, 
negating any possible claim to these areas by Israel, which (together with any claims by the 
other interested parties) would have been duly put forward in the later negotiations 
concerning the final status of the areas, the United States has prematurely sought to 
determine the final status of these areas. In thus prejudging this question - which, by 
agreement, was to have been left open, pending negotiation - the United States is actingina 
manner both inconsistent and incompatible with the clear intentions of the parties, as well 
as departing from the agreed-upon process of achieving a negotiated solution to the 
problem. 

The timing mechanism here is of the essence. It was introduced into the Camp David 
framework in order to provide for a cooling-off’’ period, a period of gradual reduction of 
tensions, of confidence-building, of trying out new political arrangements, of strengthening 
and broadening the coexistence and cooperation between Jew and Arab that have begun to 
emerge in this region in recent years. The time-frame fixed for this purpose was 3-5 years. 

Thus, the concept of negotiation agreed upon in Camp David for the final-status talks 
requires that each party put forward its position at a certain stage of the proceedings, 
leading ultimately to a settlement agreed upon by the participating elements. In 
anticipating this accepted process, and formulating a position advocating association with 
Jordan, the United States has, in fact, dislodged a vital component -possibly the most 
essential component - of the intricate Camp David framework, and thereby disrupted the 
delicate pattern of the remaining elements of that framework. The guiding principle of 
“leaving all options open” has now been breached with asharp curtailment of options by the 
United States - which inevitably will alter the position and function in the negotiations 
which the United States has held up to now. 
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2. Settlements 


The United States formulations regarding the Israeli settlements constitute, innolessa 
manner, a prejudgement of the final-status question and thereby would appear to be 
incompatible with the Camp David Agreements. While those accords make no mention of 
settlements - a point borne out by the fact that Prime Minister Begin referred in a separate 
letter to a three-month freeze in settlement activity, pending negotiation of a peace treaty 
with Egypt - the US formulation nevertheless refers to a real settlement freeze” in the 
context of the autonomy. 

In putting forward such a concept, the United States is further compounding its 
position, as above, regarding the final status. Having prematurely negated any possible 
ultimate claim by Israel to the areas of Judea, Samaria and Gaza, the United States 
accordingly takes the next logical step in the sequence and opposes any settlement activity, 
despite the fact that no such prohibition is contained in the Camp David accords. (Any such 
prohibition, had it been mentioned in these accords, would clearly have been interpreted as 
being an indication as to the nature of the final status of the areas; since, however, this was to 
be left for the later negotiations, the issue was not included in the Camp David framework.) 

Israel’s position on this matter had been clearly formulated both during the Camp David 
negotiations as well as throughout the subsequent autonomy talks. There has therefore 
been no room for doubt on this matter. 


3. Land 


The insistence by the United States on defining the autonomy as giving the Palestinian 
inhabitants authority over ’’the land and its resources” similarly prejudges a matter which 
was left open for the negotiations on the final status of the areas. While all parties agreed 
and specified that the inhabitants of the areas would enjoy full autonomy, any question as to 
the fate of the land and its resources, being such an essential component of any 
consideration of the final status of the areas, was clearly intended to be left to subsequent 
negotiations. 


4. Jerusalem 


The Camp David Agreements contain no provision dealing with Jerusalem; instead, 
there are three attached letters stating the parties’ positions. In advocating the 
participation by Palestinian inhabitants of East Jerusalem in the elections for the 
autonomy, the United States is automatically - even if unwittingly - calling for the re- 
division of the city between Israel and the autonomy. Participation in the elections for the 
autonomy would thus be interpreted as grounds for intervention by the autonomy in the 
administration of Jerusalem. Such a position does not correspond to President Reagan’s 
own opinion, as expressed in his statement of 1 September 1982, that ’Jerusalem must 
remain undivided...” 

The tragic division of Jerusalem by Jordan between 1948 and 1967, the consequent denial 
of the freedom of access for Jews and Israelis to their most hallowed religious sites, the 
wilful abuse and destruction of cemeteries, synagogues and other monuments attesting to 
the heritage of the Jewish people, and the use of Jerusalem's ancient walls for sniping and 
shelling - this tragic history will not be permitted to repeat itself. United Jerusalem is freely 
accessible to visitors and worshippers of all religions without hindrance or limitation. Any 
action derogating from Jerusalem's present unified nature would be highly regrettable. 


5. Withdrawal 


The call for an exchange of territory for peace, in interpretation of Security Council 
Resolution 242, once again points to the basic undercurrent of the new US formulations, by 
inferring that Israel may entertain no claim to the areas and that any notion of peace 
requires, as a sine qua non, Israeli withdrawal. This would appear to be a very narrow and 
strict interpretation of Security Council Resolution 242, as well as aclear departure from 
the concept behind the Camp David accords which Israel, Egypt and the United States 
agreed constituted the interpretation of Resolution 242. Similarly, the final status of Judea, 
Samaria and Gaza has never yet been determined 1n any binding international instrument. 
Once more, the United States has prejudged the issue itself by foreclosing the claim of one 
interested party in a unilateral and arbitrary manner, as well as departing from the agreed 
basis of the Camp David Agreements. 


6. Security 


The surprising emphasis placed upon "progressive Palestinian responsibility for 
internal security” also represents a departure from the provisions agreed upon at Camp 
David. The accords merely set up the organizational framework for both internal and 
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external security, the details of which are to be formulated in the negotiation on the 
autonomy agreement. In declaring its position in such specific terms, the United States is, 
in fact, prejudging the nature of the internal security arrangements which have as yet to be 
agreed upon between the parties, besides disregarding the very clear understanding of the 
matter during the Camp David negotiations in 1978. Internal security is tantamount to 
fighting terror, as has been proved in no uncertain terms during recent years in many 
countries of the world, and most recently in Operation Peace for Galilee. The US positionis 
thus all the more surprising, considering the deep-rooted tendencies toward terrorism 
against Israel demonstrated repeatedly by hostile Palestinian elements in Judea, Samaria 
and Gaza, through bombings, assassinations and incitement to violent disorder. 


7. Links 


While the US position refers to ties between Judea, Samaria and Gaza, on the one hand, 
and Jordan, on the other, there is no positive reference to one of the basic elements of the 
envisioned autonomy - the ties which exist and which will continue to exist with Israel. In 
presenting such an unbalanced concept as a component of the transitional period, the 
United States is once again introducing an element of prejudgement into that transitional 
period which is inconsistent with the principles agreed upon at Camp David. Similarly, 
such imbalance during the transitional period would naturally prejudge the situation 
applying after the transitional period. 


8. Palestinian State 


Whereas the US position does not support the establishment of a Palestinian state in 
Judea, Samaria and Gaza (a position stated in less categorical terms than that rejecting any 
possible Israeli sovereignty over the areas), a final status of association of these areas with 
Jordan, as advocated by the United States, fails to provide any guarantee that such 
association would not rapidly be turned into an independent Palestinian state, with all the 
accompanying dangers to the security of Israel and its people and to the stability of the 
Middle East. 

The concept formulated at Camp David - of negotiation on the final status - was clearly 
intended to enable each party to consider, in due course, the various positions put forward, 
express their concerns and thereby achieve, through sincere and open negotiation of the 
matter, a reasonable and acceptable outcome. 


9. Conclusion 


In becoming a party to the Camp David Agreements, Israel indicated its willingness and 
readiness to proceed with the peace process. Its positions regarding all aspects of the 
autonomy were clarified both during the Camp David talks and, subsequently, during the 
rounds of negotiation on the autonomy agreement. 

The principles formulated now by the United States ignore the positions expressed and 
clarified over the years during this negotiating process, and attempt to re-read the Camp 
David accords as if the process were beginning today. In prejudging basic matters which 
include vital questions relating to Israel’s very existence, the United States is, in fact, 
prejudicing its own position in the process, as that party which could assist in solving those 
question, and in bringing the parties closer together. 

The sacrifices which Israel has made for the peace process, as clearly demonstrated by 
the withdrawal from the Sinai, are evidence of Israel’s desire and longing to achieve the 
long sought-after and costly peace, through the agreed-upon machinery set up by the Camp 
David accords. 

Israel is prepared to resume immediately the negotiations, as agreed upon in the 
accords, in order to achieve the establishment of the administrative council of the 
autonon)y. 
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COMMUNIQUE ISSUED BY THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF DEMOCRATIC LAWYERS 


The International Association of Democratic Lawyers has just 
been informed of a number of repressive measures taken by the Israeli 
authorities against Palestinian trade-unionists in the occupied ter- 
ritories. 

The following trade-union leaders have been arrested: 

Nabil Abusirryah, Secretary of the Jerusalem Printworkers’ Union 
Mohamad AI1-Cherbini, Member of the Executive of the General Feder- 
ation of Workers of the West Bank 

Abdel Ghani Nasser, Member of the Council of the Federation 

Adel Azzouz, Secretary of the Food-Industries Union, Member of the 
Council of the Federation 

Ali Abu Hilal, Secretary of the Public Services Union, Member of the 
Council of the Federation 

Kassem El] Kouasimeh, Member of the Administrative Committee of 
the Restaurant Workers’ Union, Member of the Council of the Federa- 
tion 

Khaled Abu Hilal, Member of the Administrative Committee of the 
Jerusalem Hotel-Workers’ Union. 

Further, Messrs. Ibrahim Al Dakkak, President of the Engineers’ 
Association of the West Bank, and Abd Abu Diab, Member of the 
Council of the General Federation of Workers of the West Bank, have 
been placed under forced residence. 

Thirdly, the printworkers’ cooperative stores have been closed 
down. 

These fresh arbitrary measures adopted in violation of the trade- 
union rights of the Palestinian workers in the occupied territories 
represent a yet further breach of human rights by Israel in the occupied 
territories. 

Brussels, 4 February 1983 
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PERSONS ATTENDING THE I.A.D.L. CONFERENCE 
ON 23 AND 24 OCTOBER 1982 


The study meeting held in Brussels on 23 and 24 October 1982 which 
provided the material for the present work brought together a number 
of highly competent lawyers. Lack of space has prevented us from 
printing all the speeches made, but we would like to express our thanks 
to all those who took part in the proceedings and whose names are 
given below. 
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Amar Bentoumi: Secretary-General of the I.A.D.L., former Algerian 
Minister of Justice 

Slimane Chikh: Rector of the University of Algiers 

Ahmed Metatla: Secretary-General of the Union of Algerian Lawyers, 
Chairman of the Legislation Committee of the People’s National 
Assembly 

AUSTRIA 

Georg Zanger: barrister 

BELGIUM 

Jacques Bourgaux: barrister 

Francis Capet: doctor of medicine 

Eric David: lecturer at Brussels Free University 

Jean-Michel Dumont: Director of the Euro-Arab Secretariat and Secre- 
tary of the Association Belgo-Palestinienne 

Nicole Gérard: Executive Secretary of the I.A.D.L. 

Béatrice Haubert: lawyer 

Bernadette Khader, 

Paulette Pierson-Mathy: lecturer at Brussels Free University 
Francois Rigaux: Professor at the Catholic University of Louvain 
Jean J.A. Salmon: Professor at Brussels Free University 

Philippe Van Dreche, 

BULGARIA 

Mikhail Ghenovski: Professor of International Law 

CHILE 

Marcos Alvarez Garcia: barrister, Director of the Latin American 
Centre at the Institute of Sociology of Brussels Free University 
EGYPT : 
Prof. Dr. Ahmed Abdelaal: General Prosecutor of the Arab People’s 
Court 

Abdel Azim El Maghraby: representing the Party of the National 
Progressive Unionist Rally 

FRANCE 

Jules Borker: barrister 

Albert Bourgi: lecturer at the Faculty of Law of Reims University, 
Assistant Editor of the Encyclopédie Juridique Africaine, member of 
the Editorial Board of the Annuaire du Tiers Monde. 

Solange Bouvier-Ajam: Vice-President of the I.A.D.L., permanent 
representative of the I.A.D.L. with the United Nations in Geneva 
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Christian Bruschi: Professor at Lyon University 

Paul Chagnollaud: Dean of the Faculty of Law, Nancy 

Charles Chaumont: Professor at the University of Nancy 

Monique Chemillier-Gendreau: Professor at Reims University 

Alain Chenal: Professor at Paris X University 

Christian De Brie: Professor at Reims University 

Régis de Castelnau: barrister 

Alain de Manheulle: research student at the Faculty of Law, Nancy 
Henri Douzon: barrister, Professor at Paris XIII University 
Pierre-Francois Gonidec: Professor at Paris I University, President of 
the Association Francaise pour ]’Etude du Tiers-Monde 

Christine Herrera: lawyer, member of the managerial staff of the 
French Electricity Board 

Ugo Iannuci: barrister 

Pascal Mathey: male nurse 

Mireille Millet-Szatan: doctor of medicine 

Joé Nordmann: President of the I.A.D.L., barrister 

Dominique Roland: law student, University of Nancy 

Dominique Rousseau: Professor at the University of Nancy 

Daniel Voguet: barrister 

France Weyl: barrister 

Roland Weyl: barrister, Managing Editor of the International Review 
of Contemporary Law. 

GREAT BRITAIN 

John Platts-Mills: Queen’s Counsel, Vice-President of the I.A.D.L., 
Secretary-General of the International Commission of Enquiry into 
Israeli Crimes against the Lebanese and Palestinian Peoples 
GREECE 

Evangelos Maheras: Chairman of the Bar Association of Athens 
INDIA 

V.R. Krishna Iyer: former Supreme Court Judge, former Minister of 
Justice of the State of Kerala; President of the Indian Association of 
Lawyers 

IRAN 

Abdel Karim Lahidji: barrister, Secretary-General of the Association 
of Iranian Lawyers, Secretary-General of the Iranian Commission for 
Human Rights in the days of the Shah 

IRELAND 

Muireann O’Briain: barrister-at-law 

ISRAEL 

Felicia Langer: advocate 

ITALY 

Enzo Enriques-Agnoletti: doctor of law, Managing Editor of I] Ponte, 
former Professor at Florence University 

Livia Rokach: author and journalist 

LEBANON 

Sinane Barrage: barrister, Lebanese National Movement 

Albert Farhat: barrister, Lebanese National Movement 

LIBYA 

Omar El Hamdi: Secretary-General of the Permanent Secretariat of the 
Congress of the Arab People 
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MEXICO 

Jorge Serrano: sociologist, representing Mr. Luis Echeverria, Director 
of the Third World Centre for Economic and Social Studies 
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Ralph Benarrosh: LLB., company Director-General 

Abdelamhed El Alami: company Director 
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Steinar Berge: doctor of medicine (at Sayda hospital in June °82) 
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Jamal Sourani: President of the Palestinian Jurists’ Union, member of 
the Palestinian National Council, Vice-President of the I.A.D.L. 
Zuheir Khatib: Vice-President of the Palestinian Jurists’ Union 
Abdulrahman Khairy Hassan: barrister, member of the Palestinian 
Jurists’ Union 

SENEGAL 

Abd-E1-Kader Boye: Professor at Dakar University 

Boubacar Seck: Member of Parliament 

SPAIN 

Roberto Mesa: Deputy Dean of Madrid University 

SWITZERLAND 

Rudolf Schaller: barrister, Secretary of the Swiss Association of 
Democratic Lawyers 

TUNISIA 

Sadok Belaid: Professor at the Faculty of Law of Tunis University, 
President of the Tunisian Association for International Law 

U.S.A. 

Howard J. de Nike: attorney 

John Fried: former Special Legal Consultant to the United States War 
Crimes Tribunal, Nuremberg 

Franklin Lamb: law research 


U.S.S.R. 

Vassili Mazov: Professor of International Law 

Alexander Sukharev First Vice-Minister of Justice of the U.S.S-R., 
Vice-President of the Association of Soviet Lawyers 

VIETNAM 

Phan Huu Chi: lawyer, member of the Board of the Association of 
Vietnamese Lawyers. 


ORGANIZATIONS 
UNITED NATIONS (as observers) 
Alexandros N. Vikis: representing the Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People 
Thérése Gastaut: Director of the United Nations Information Centre for 
Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxemburg and the Liaison Office with 
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Omar El Hamdi: Secretary-General of the Permanent Secretariat 
Mohammed Neftah, 
Ahmed Soueissi 
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Zouheir Al Midani: Secretary-General 
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Adame Dieng: Legal Adviser 
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Francois Rigaux: Professor at the Catholic University of Louvain 
(Belgium), President of the Lelio Basso Foundation and of the Per- 
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Léo Matarasso: President 
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